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Abstract
Academic dishonesty has been a pervasive problem in universities for decades, however, there
has been limited research linking allied health students to specific cheating behaviors. For students
studying to enter allied health fields, academic dishonesty is problematic as the health and safety of
their clients is at risk. To date, there has been no research focused on the academic integrity of students
enrolled in programs leading to a career in speech language pathology. This quantitative study explored
the theories of reasoned action, neutralization, and motivation as they relate to academic dishonesty
among SLP students. The study combined a slightly modified version of the International Center for
Academic Integrity (ICAI) Student Survey, the Learning Orientation – Grade Orientation second edition
(LOGO-II) survey, and three open-ended questions.
Participants (N = 248) completed an online Qualtrics survey to self-report specific behaviors
related to academic dishonesty, the perceived seriousness of the behaviors, and their knowledge of the
academic honesty policies in their universities. Data were analyzed using SPSS to determine frequency
of specific behaviors and the relationship between variables. The most frequent cheating behavior was
unauthorized collaboration. Multiple regressions determined grade orientation, severity of penalty, and
disapproval of a close friend all predicted cheating behaviors and accounted for 30% of the variance of
cheating behaviors. Qualitative questions indicated students often blame faculty for the need to cheat.
Identifying frequency and motivation of cheating behaviors will allow academic programs to find
ways to reduce the prevalence of academic dishonesty. Reducing the dependence on grades for
admissions and retention in graduate programs may reduce the perceived need to cheat. Improving
student – faculty relationships and encouraging a peer mentoring program may also reduce the
xvi

prevalence of cheating behaviors. At the very least, providing open communication with clear
expectations of what constitutes cheating behaviors and why cheating should be avoided will help
reduce academic dishonesty and increase professional integrity and therefore benefitting students and
their potential clients.
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The Driving Forces of Academic Integrity: A Survey of Communication Disorder Students
Introduction
Individuals wanting to become licensed speech-language pathologists must gain entrance into
an accredited master’s program in order to learn how to provide services to individuals with speech,
language, and swallowing disorders (American Speech-Language Hearing Association [ASHA], 2020d).
However, acceptance into a graduate program is highly competitive with only 39% of applicants being
accepted into programs and a minimum GPA of 3.0 required (Council of Academic Programs in
Communication Sciences and Disorders [CAPCSD], 2021). By the time a student graduates with their
master’s degree in speech-language pathology they are expected to have developed the desired traits of
critical thinking, problem solving, and strong written and oral communication skills (ASHA, 2020d).
Unfortunately, the very competitiveness of a master’s program may assist in developing undesirable
traits as well.
Academic integrity is the moral code of fundamental ethical values such as honesty,
responsibility, trust, and fairness for academics (Balbuena & Espinosa, 2014). A lack of academic
integrity, also known as academic dishonesty or cheating, has been an ongoing problem in higher
education for many years (Elias, 2017; McCabe, 2009; Simkin & McLeod, 2010). According to Pulfrey et
al. (2018), one definition of cheating is “dishonest behavior enacted to gain an advantage” (p. 764). For
the purpose of this research, academic dishonesty and cheating are used interchangeably. Regardless of
the definition used, researchers agree academic dishonesty is complex, pervasive, and problematic
(Aaron & Roche, 2013; McCabe, 2009; Theart & Smit, 2012). The complexity and pervasiveness of
academic dishonesty will be further discussed in Chapter 2.
Understanding the definition of cheating is not the only challenge regarding academic
dishonesty. As Marshall and Varnon (2017) reported, identifying the reason why students choose to
engage in academically dishonest behavior is problematic. For instance, Patrzek et al. (2015) reported
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that students who procrastinate on assignments and exam review may be more likely to engage in
academically dishonest behavior, while Starovoytova Madara et al. (2016) suggested the pressure to
succeed and earn a degree may be why some students cheat. The connection between the pressure to
succeed and academic dishonesty is supported by students indicating they cheated in order to increase
their chances of getting into graduate school (Enyeart Smith et al., 2017). However, Enyeart Smith et al.
(2017) also found students did not realize their actions could be considered cheating and denied the
intent to cheat.
Attempts to identify the intent or motivation for academic dishonesty have been confounded by
technology (Mohr et al., 2011). The frequent use of technology may be, at least in part, to blame for the
increase in academically dishonest behavior as students may be unaware that accessing information
online could be considered cheating behavior (Mohr et al., 2011; Watson et al., 2014). Technology has
made it easy for students to collaborate, search online for answers to questions, and share exam
answers via texting or instant messaging (Aaron & Roche, 2013).
Unfortunately, dishonest acts do not always stop at the educational setting. A study by Nonis
and Swift (2001), found a positive correlation between academic dishonesty and workplace dishonesty
indicating that students who engaged in academic dishonesty were more likely to also engage in
workplace dishonesty (Nonis & Swift, 2001). This correlation between academic and workplace
dishonesty is particularly troubling when you consider people working in a medical or allied health field.
In fact, when researching academic dishonesty among nursing students, McCabe (2009) declared a
critical concern regarding dishonest behavior carrying forward into the workplace and the potential
detrimental repercussions, particularly in the health field. For careers in allied health fields, such as
speech-language pathology, the impact academic dishonesty may have on the quality of healthcare is of
significant concern; therefore, identifying the of frequency cheating behaviors and the motivation
behind them is necessary to help eradicate the behavior (McCabe, 2009).
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Background Information
A speech language pathologist (SLP) is considered an allied health profession and may work
with both children and adults who have speech, language, and swallowing disorders (American SpeechLanguage Hearing Association [ASHA], 2020e). SLPs may work with children with feeding difficulties,
orofacial myofunctional disorders (e.g., cleft lip and palate), speech sound disorders, stuttering, learning
disabilities, and a wide range of medical challenges (ASHA, 2020b). They also treat adults with medical
conditions, traumatic brain injuries including cerebral infarcts (e.g., strokes), dementia, as well as
laryngeal and oral cancer (ASHA, 2020a). With increased medical advances, better early intervention
services, and an increased enrollment in schools the vulnerable populations served by SLPs are expected
to grow significantly over the next decade (ASHA, 2020c) resulting in an increased need for SLP
professionals entering the workforce.
According to the American Speech Language Hearing Association there are more than 300
colleges and universities within the United States that offer programs for Speech-Language Pathology
(ASHA, 2020d). All 50 U.S. states require SLPs to hold state licensure or school certification to practice
and, many employers prefer to hire ASHA certified SLPs (ASHA, 2020d). In order to become state
licensed and ASHA certified, the SLP must have graduated from an accredited graduate program. Entry
into graduate programs is highly competitive (ASHA, 2020d). In order to determine just how competitive
entrance into graduate programs for speech language pathology was, the Council of Academic Programs
in Communication Sciences and Disorders (CAPCSD) sent out a survey to 331 institutions and gathered
302 institutional responses (2021). The responding institutions reported a total of 56,148 applications to
master’s degree programs, across institutions, for entrance to a master’s program with a mere 21,877,
or 39%, admitted, and of those only 16% were offered any funding. With the average grade point
average of students offered admissions at 3.13-4.12 (CAPCSD, 2021), failing a class may end a potential
career.
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For students, competition and the need to perform may be a catalyst for academic dishonesty
(Eckstein, 2003). The competitive nature of admissions, with the required high undergraduate GPA
coupled with low admission rates into master’s degree programs (CAPCSD, 2021), may establish a
competitive culture early on in a student’s academic career. However, throughout academic programs,
students’ sense of competition, desire for advancement, and fear of failure is a primary driver for
academic dishonesty (Balbuena et al., 2015; Eckstein, 2003; Enyeart Smith et al., 2017; Simkin &
McLeod, 2010; Starovoytova Madara et al., 2016).
For many students, the fear of failing a class is real and often comes with dire consequences. For
some students, failing a class may result in the loss of financial aid, the need to extend their program in
order to repeat a class or semester, or academic probation or expulsion from the program (Starovoytova
& Namango, 2016). Academic dishonesty is often caused by concern about performance, fear of failing,
and bowing to pressures to succeed (Eckstein, 2003; Starovoytova & Namango, 2016). This was further
supported when Khalid (2015) conducted a study in which 233 university student participants reported
the primary reason for cheating was to improve grades. In an earlier study, McCabe and Treviño (1993)
revealed that students reported cheating was so prevalent they felt at a disadvantage if they chose not
to cheat.
Although some researchers have suggested the reason students engage in academically
dishonest behavior is to maintain high grades and avoid academic failure (Eckstein, 2003; Elias, 2017;
Khalid, 2015; Starovoytova & Namango, 2016), this fear of failure is not the only reason students choose
to cheat. Linked to a potential fear of failure, Davis et al. (2009) determined some students cheated
because working full-time lowered the amount of time available for studying while others cheated in
order to stay competitive. Conversely, Simkin and McLeod (2010) found students engaged in
academically dishonest behavior because of a “desire to get ahead” (p. 447) and have better
opportunities or an opportunity for advancement.
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Statement of the Problem
Academic dishonesty has been an ongoing problem in higher education for many years (Elias,
2017; McCabe, 2009; Simkin & McLeod, 2010). Researchers have stated students engage in academically
dishonest behavior to maintain high grades and that concerns about performance, fear of failing, and
bowing to pressures to succeed may also impact the decision to engage in academically dishonest
behavior (Eckstein, 2003; Elias, 2017; Khalid, 2015; Starovoytova & Namango, 2016). McCabe et al.
discussed the reasons students cheat further in their book, Cheating in College, (2012) where they
highlight the fact that academic dishonesty occurs with business students but is also common in
graduate professional schools with law students, pharmacy students, and medical students. Often, the
academic demands for graduate professional schools are intense and high stakes which students resolve
by resorting to cheating behaviors (McCabe et al., 2012).
Unfortunately, students who engage in academically dishonest behavior in college may also
engage in unethical behavior in the workplace (McCabe, 2009; Sims, 1993). In fact, multiple researchers
have found a positive correlation between academic dishonesty and work-place dishonesty (Nonis &
Swift, 2001; Sims, 1993). Employers, particularly those in the life-and-death realm of the healthcare
field, are concerned that academic dishonesty will lead to continued dishonesty in the workplace
(McCabe, 2009).
In an attempt to provide data supporting the concern that healthcare fields are not immune to
academic dishonesty, McCabe (2009) completed a series of surveys to compare the differences between
graduate nursing students’ and undergraduate nursing students’ cheating behaviors. He found more
than 70% of undergraduate nursing students self-reported engaging in academic dishonesty compared
to 48% of graduate nursing students. Sadly, the study indicated nursing students are not immune to
unethical behavior (McCabe, 2009). Unfortunately, there have been limited studies conducted
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comparing the ethical behavior of individuals in the allied health professions such as physical therapy,
occupational therapy, and speech-language pathology.
As discussed earlier, SLPs fall into the allied health profession and work with a variety of at-risk
individuals with myriad diagnoses (ASHA, 2020a, 2020b, 2020c). The threat dishonest behavior carries
into the professional realm and the potential harmful effect for at-risk individuals is a valid concern for
employers. To date, there have been a plethora of studies on academic integrity within colleges and
universities with many focused on business and engineering students (Elias, 2017; McCabe et al., 2012;
Nonis & Swift, 2001; Simkin & McLeod, 2010). However, there have been very few studies of academic
integrity focused on students in the allied health professions, specifically on students enrolled in a
degree program for speech-language pathology despite the risks for their clients.
Although academic integrity among CSD students has not been studied previously, there have
been ethics violations published. Examples of these violations published by ASHA include a 2022 listing
of an SLP found guilty of jeopardizing patients’ care and welfare by failing to provide appropriate
services to multiple clients (ASHA Leader Live, 2022). In 2021, several SLPs were found guilty of billing
for services that were not provided (ASHA Leader Live, 2021). Finally, in October 2020 SLPs were found
guilty of putting patients at risk by not providing adequate supervision for students, falsifying billing
records for dozens of patients, and one SLP received a felony conviction for conspiracy to commit health
care fraud (ASHA Leader Live, 2020). While it is impossible to know if these individuals committed
academic dishonesty prior to becoming a professional, it is certainly plausible. The first line of defense
against these unethical actions is the faculty teaching the foundational knowledge of the profession and
its ethics.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to explore the prevalence of, and motivation for, academic
dishonesty among individuals enrolled in degree programs for Communication Disorders,
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Communication Sciences and Disorders, or Speech-Language Pathology, also known as SLP students. In
addition, this study examined the relationship between the motivation for academically dishonest
behavior and the type of cheating behavior in which a student engages.
Research Questions
This study focused on students enrolled in programs leading to a career as a speech-language
pathologist or speech-language pathology assistant, also known as SLP students. These students were
enrolled in communication disorders, communication sciences and disorders, or speech-language
pathology degree programs. For simplicity, these students will be identified as SLP students throughout
the study. This study was guided by five primary research questions:
1.

What is the frequency of academic dishonesty in undergraduate and graduate level SLP
students?

2.

What factors contribute to cheating behaviors in which SLP students engage?

3.

Are SLP students more likely to be learning oriented or goal oriented?

4.

Is there a difference in the specific cheating behaviors between SLP students who are learning
oriented and those who are grade oriented?

5.

What are the perceptions of cheating among SLP Students?
Assumptions

1. Participants responded to the survey to the best of their ability and knowledge.
2. Participants responded to the survey in a truthful manner.
3. The survey instrument was adequate to answer the research questions and complete the study.
Study Delimitations
1. This study did not explore cheating behaviors or academic dishonesty in the general population
and was limited to undergraduate or graduate students enrolled in communication disorders,
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communication sciences and disorders, or speech-language pathology programs within the
United States.
2. The sample population for this study included students from universities and colleges
throughout the United States only.
3. Participants’ motivation for engaging in academic dishonesty was measured using an academic
integrity survey.
Positionality Statement
As in all research, it is helpful to understand where the researcher stands in relation to the issue.
As a consumer of healthcare services, the researcher has witnessed unethical actions taken by
healthcare workers and has a vested interest in reducing the risk of unethical behavior occurring in the
medical setting. As an experienced SLP with years of practice in the field, the researcher also feels a
strong commitment to ensuring the next generation of SLPs are well prepared for their profession and
that the clients they serve will receive appropriate care. As faculty in an accredited communication
sciences and disorders program, the researcher has concerns about student cheating and hopes to be
preemptive in reducing the opportunity and need. Determining the frequency of cheating behaviors and
the motivation for cheating is important to understanding why students cheat. Identifying why students
choose to engage in unethical behaviors in school is the first step to combating the problem of unethical
behavior in the workforce.
Theoretical Framework
The difficulty with identifying why students cheat is exemplified by Starovoytova Madara’s
statement that, “Student cheating is multifaceted-phenomena with ever-increasing diverse-factors
contributing to the problem, thus making it intricate to manage” (Starovoytova Madara et al., 2016, p.
111). One theory often associated with academic dishonesty is the theory of reasoned action
(Starovoytova Madara et al., 2016). This theory states an individual’s behavior is impacted not only by
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the perceived social pressure toward the behavior but also on their perceived ability to perform the
behavior (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1973; Starovoytova Madara et al., 2016).
Although people typically want to comply with social norms (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1973), other
theories often associated with academic dishonesty are neutralizing attitudes and goal orientation
theory (Rettinger & Kramer, 2009). Neutralizing attitudes occur when individuals justify their dishonest
actions by blaming things or people outside of their control (Sykes & Matza, 1957). Goal orientation
theory explains the differences between intrinsic and extrinsic motivation and the effect on learning
(Eison et al., 1983). Combining these three theories may help determine why students engage in
academic dishonesty. This section will briefly discuss each of these three theories and how the
combination of them may be needed to accurately identify the driving forces behind academic
dishonesty.
Theory of Reasoned Action
The theory of reasoned action centers around the idea that perceived social pressure shapes the
attitude an individual may have toward a behavior and determines the intention for the behavior
(Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010). In a review of theories and models relevant to cheating behavior, Starovoytova
Madara et al. (2016) discuss the theory of reasoned action as it pertains to academic dishonesty. They
state when deciding whether or not to cheat students weigh the risk and the repercussions, including
the potential reactions of people important to them, before they engage in the behavior. Identifying the
pros and cons is not always easy though and Starovoytova Madara et al. (2016) explain the decision is
dependent on previous experiences as well as preferences for the alternative behaviors. The theory of
reasoned action lends credence to the statement that cheating is premediated and intentional (Deci &
Ryan, 2000; Starovoytova Madara et al., 2016).
Exploring a reasoned action approach to academic dishonesty may help identify the variables of
why some students decide to cheat. Using these factors, the decision to engage in academic dishonesty
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may be based on whether the perceived benefit of cheating outweighs the social risks (Starovoytova
Madara et al., 2016). Specifically, a reasoned action approach may help identify if speech-language
pathology students are more likely to engage in academic dishonesty as a result of opportunity, peer or
family pressure, or because of lack of repercussions. A reasoned action approach, particularly with its
emphasis on intention and normative beliefs, may help determine the best way to reduce the incidence
of academic dishonesty among students.
It should be noted, however, that intentionality alone is not enough to predict behavior as the
individual must also have the opportunity to perform a specific behavior (Fishbein, 2008). If students are
not provided with the opportunity to cheat, or if the consequences of the behavior are prohibitive, the
behavior will not occur (Fishbein, 2008; Starovoytova Madara, et al., 2016). In addition, an individual’s
attitude toward performing a specific behavior is also based on their belief regarding the consequences
for the behavior (Randall, 1989). When attempting to reduce academic dishonesty, it is necessary to
explore the multiple facets of societal pressure, opportunity, and the motivation behind the behavior as
well as explore the motivations and behaviors of students who do not engage in academic dishonesty.
Goal Orientation Theory
As children grow older, they often lose the enthusiasm and drive for learning purely out of
curiosity and transition to learning for tangible rewards such as grades (Deci & Ryan, 1982). When
students are working toward the mastery of a subject out of curiosity or for self-satisfaction, the
knowledge gained is an intrinsic motivation (Anderman et al., 1998; Anderman & Koenka, 2017;
Rettinger et al., 2004). However, when the student focus changes from subject mastery to performance
awards such as good grades, peer approval, or the avoidance of unpleasant events, there is a shift from
intrinsic to extrinsic motivation (Anderman et al., 1998; Anderman & Koenka, 2017; Deci & Ryan, 1982;
Rettinger et al., 2004). Research has found extrinsically motivated students, concerned about social
comparisons and wanting to appear competent or knowledgeable to their peers or faculty, are more
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likely to engage in academic dishonesty (Anderman & Koenka, 2017; Deci & Ryan, 1982; Murdock &
Anderman, 2006).
Interestingly, McCabe et al. (2001) found extrinsically motivated students not only engaged in
academic dishonesty, but they also learned cheating behaviors from their peers and felt at a
disadvantage if they did not cheat. This disparity is of particular concern when GPA affects the
opportunities to meet extrinsic goals such as entrance into graduate school or lucrative job offers (Sims,
1993). Sadly, extrinsically motivated students may also begin to believe their behavior is determined by
the reward (Deci & Ryan, 1982). In fact, if the student perceives the focus of the class is on grades or
performance rather than content mastery, they are more likely to engage in academic dishonesty
(Anderman & Koenka, 2017). Often, extrinsically motivated students are high achievers who require
direction and may not take responsibility for their own learning (Deci & Ryan, 1982).
Neutralizing Attitudes Theory
In addition to understanding the motivation behind cheating, it is necessary to understand the
rationalization that also occurs. Neutralizing attitudes theory states individuals rationalize their behavior
using five neutralizing techniques (Sykes & Matza, 1957). These techniques include denying
responsibility for their actions, denying their actions caused harm, claiming their behavior was a result
of someone else’s action, shifting the focus from their behavior to the behavior of someone else, and
appealing to higher loyalties such as the loyalty owed to a gang or friend (Sykes & Matza, 1957).
Neutralizing attitudes theory is used to justify dishonest behaviors that allow individuals to
rationalize behavior even if it goes against their personal moral codes (Rettinger & Kramer, 2009; Smith
et al., 2009; Sykes & Matza, 1957). With neutralization theory, students justify academically dishonest
behavior if they can argue that criminal intent was lacking or that they did not realize they were
cheating (Sykes & Matza, 1957). This theory supports research stating students use technology or other
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materials to engage in academically dishonest behaviors but do not intend to cheat (Mohr et al., 2011;
Watson et al., 2014).
Alternatively, students who witness their peers engaging in cheating behaviors may begin to see
the behavior as appropriate or acceptable (Rettinger, et al., 2017). Although students may not
necessarily support the cheating behavior, by creating excuses or justifying the behavior the academic
dishonesty becomes excusable (Miller & Morris, 2016). When cheating can be excused, or seen as less
serious, students are more likely to engage in cheating behavior (Miller & Morris, 2016).
A Combination of Theories
Students who are goal oriented, or extrinsically motivated, are more likely to engage in
academically dishonest behavior (Rettinger & Kramer, 2009). To meet extrinsic goals, students will make
reasoned action choices regarding the amount of effort needed to complete assignments or study for
exams when compared to the risk and benefit of taking shortcuts that will still meet the overall goal
(Starovoytova Madara et al., 2016). These same students may then demonstrate neutralizing attitudes
about cheating by justifying their actions by blaming the teacher, citing time demands, or claiming a lack
of clear understanding of what constitutes cheating behavior (Rettinger & Kramer, 2009).
Understanding why students choose to engage in academic dishonesty is a major step in
identifying ways to stop the behaviors. Rettinger and Kramer (2009) studied neutralizing attitudes and
goal orientation but did not combine the third element of reasoned action. Starovoytova Madara et al.
(2016) discussed many different theories individually, including the theory of reasoned action and
neutralization theory. Starovoytova Madara et al. (2016) also discussed a number of models, narrowly
defined explanations of theories, as they relate to academic dishonesty and the myriad of theories
associated to it. The complexity of academic dishonesty requires a three-theory model to accurately
explain why communication disorders students choose to engage in academic dishonesty. The theories
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of reasoned action, extrinsic motivation, and neutralizing attitudes combine to funnel into the decision
of whether or not to engage in academic dishonesty (see figure 1).

Figure 1
Theories Associated with Academic Dishonesty

Just as the definition of academic dishonesty is convoluted, the connectedness between
theories is also intricate. With the exception of determining whether communication disorders students
are learning or grade orientated, each research question can be linked to more than one theory. The
theory of reasoned action states social pressure shapes behavior and suggests students consider
consequences when deciding to engage in academic dishonesty (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010; Starovoytova
Madara et al., 2016). Therefore, the research questions related to the frequency of cheating, the
relationship between motivation and behaviors, and the perceptions of cheating are all linked to the
theory of reasoned action. Extrinsic motivation, specifically goal orientation, states some students have
a need to appear competent, may feel at a disadvantage when they perceive others cheating, and often
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do not take responsibility for their own learning (Deci & Ryan, 1982; McCabe et al., 2001; Murdock &
Anderman, 2006). Therefore, questions related to the frequency of cheating, learning/grade orientation,
and contributing factors are linked with goal orientation. Neutralizing attitudes theory states individuals
rationalize their behavior by denying responsibility, blaming an outside force, and lack of dishonest
intention (Mohr et al., 2011; Sykes & Matza, 1957). This theory is linked with questions related to
frequency of cheating, contributing factors, and the perception of cheating.
Each of the research questions, with the exception of learning/grade orientation, is linked to at
least one of the related theories. Each theory is then linked to a declarative statement explaining the
driving forces behind academic dishonesty which is the need to appear knowledgeable to faculty, peers,
and family and the need to maintain a high GPA to achieve a Master’s degree (ASHA 2020d; Anderman
& Koenka, 2017; Sims, 1993). The combination of these driving forces results in an increased likelihood
to engage in academic dishonesty. Figure 2, designed to show the connection between the research
questions of this study and the three discussed theories, provides the specific construct used for this
study.
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Figure 2
Linking the Research Questions and Theories to Academic Dishonesty

The question related to learning and grade orientation is linked solely to goal orientation theory.
Students who are goal oriented or extrinsically motivated are more likely to engage in academically
dishonest behavior (Rettinger & Kramer, 2009). Identifying the orientation of communication disorders
students is important for understanding the motivation behind their academic dishonesty.
Significance for the Study
There have been limited studies conducted comparing the ethical behavior of individuals in the
allied health professions and none that specifically study SLPs. As allied health professionals, SLPs work
with vulnerable individuals in education, early intervention, hospitals, nursing homes, residential health
care facilities, and private practice (ASHA, 2020a, 2020b, 2020c). Often these individuals are unable to
advocate for themselves and rely on the ethics of the SLP to ensure appropriate treatment is received.
The threat dishonest behavior carries into the professional realm and the potential harmful effect on atrisk individuals is a valid concern for employers.
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Understanding the variables which impact a student’s decision to be academically dishonest
could be extremely valuable and allow faculty and programs to provide support to students and alleviate
the perceived need for dishonesty. Understanding the motivation behind academically dishonest
behavior will allow faculty members to be aware of pitfalls and opportunities that may lead to, or even
accidentally encourage, cheating behavior (Mohr et al., 2011). Identifying the neutralizing attitudes
commonly associated with SLP students will help faculty address those issues early on in a student’s
academic career. Combining all three actions, may help faculty determine how to increase student
awareness of the importance of academic integrity and professionalism. Ethical judgments as a part of
clinical decision making are the cornerstone of a therapeutic clinician, therefore, it is vital to address
ethical decision making throughout both the academic and professional career.
Summary
Academic integrity, as it relates to students in speech-language pathology, has not been studied
thoroughly. Identifying not only how, but why students choose to engage in academically dishonest
behavior is critical for combating the phenomena. It is necessary to explore, and encourage, ethical
decision making in students who work with vulnerable populations. However, it is also necessary to
explore the actions faculty and programs engage in that may encourage academic dishonesty.
In an attempt to help identify the type of cheating behaviors and the motivation around
cheating, this study will explore the type and frequency of various cheating behaviors in which SLP
students may engage. The study will also explore the intrinsic/extrinsic motivation, reasoned actions,
and neutralizing attitudes of SLP students. The goal of the study is to be able to determine not only the
type of cheating behavior but the motivation behind the behavior. By doing so, programs and faculty
may be able to address the issue of academic dishonesty as it relates to the unique demands of the SLP
field.
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Definition of Terms
Academic Dishonesty: To act dishonestly in order to gain an advantage, presenting someone else’s
academic work as your own (Pulfrey et al., 2018; Starovoytova Madara et al., 2016).
Academic Integrity: The commitment to the values of honesty, trust, fairness, respect, and
responsibility in academic work (Ahmed, 2018).
Allied Health Care: A broad group of health professionals who use scientific principles and evidencebased practice to diagnose, evaluate, and treat diseases and disorders. May include: speech-language
pathologists, Respiratory Therapists, Occupational Therapists, diagnostic medical personnel, and
dieticians (Association of Schools Advancing Health Professions, 2020).
Cheating: Acts committed by students, either knowingly or unknowingly, that deceive, mislead, or fool
the professor in order to gain an advantage. This includes, but is not limited to, plagiarism, fabrication of
excuses, unauthorized use of notes, unauthorized collaboration, turning in work completed by someone
else, and more (Davis et al., 2009).
Fabrication: Falsification of information, data, bibliographies, or using a false excuse to delay a test or
assignment (Colnerud & Rosander, 2009; McCabe, 2009).
Misrepresentation: Making intentionally false statement or forging documents (Aaron & Roche, 2013).
Model: A narrowly defined theory, or combination of theories, applied to a particular setting
(Starovoytova Madara et al., 2016).
Plagiarism: The act of presenting someone else’s words, ideas, or images as your own without
acknowledgement (American Psychological Association, 2020).
Self-Plagiarism: The act of presenting previously published or submitted work as original; submitting a
paper for more than one class without specific approval (American Psychological Association, 2020).
Unauthorized Collaboration: Collaborating with another individual (e.g., peer, teacher, or outside
person) without the explicit approval of the faculty member (Aaron & Roche, 2013; McCabe, 2009).

18
Chapter 2
Literature Review
Academic dishonesty occurs across disciplines and grade levels (Hollinger & Lanza-Kaduce, 2009;
McCabe, 2009). This chapter summarizes and discusses the literature as it relates to the issues
surrounding academic integrity and ethical decision making. This section will include background
information and research on the theories of reasoned action, goal orientation, and neutralization effect
as they pertain to academic dishonesty. A brief discussion on the behaviors of academic dishonesty as
well as the prevalence of academic dishonesty among different disciplines, the challenges defining
cheating, the motivation behind academic dishonesty, and the link between academic dishonesty and
workplace dishonesty will also be reviewed. Finally, the rationale for studying students enrolled in
communication disorders, communication sciences and disorders, or speech-language pathology
programs, more commonly known as SLP students, is provided.
The Theories Behind Academic Dishonesty
Researchers have explored academic dishonesty using several different theoretical frameworks.
Derryberry et al. (2005) looked at moral development theory to explore academic dishonesty and the
variables for moral judgment among 97 high school and 140 college students. Interestingly, they found
that moral development was not strongly correlated with academic level. In fact, Derryberry and
colleagues explicitly state that while cognitive and intellectual development are important for moral
development, they are not enough for the development of sound moral judgment. Rather, moral
judgment requires both intellectual ability and the ability to reflect on and learn from the behavior of
self and others (Derryberry et al., 2005).
Interestingly, McCabe and Treviño (1997) linked social learning theory to academic dishonesty
when they surveyed 1800 students and found that belonging to a sorority or fraternity, the perception
of peer behavior, and the risk of peer disapproval all had strong influences. In fact, McCabe and
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Treviño’s study found when individuals believed their peers disapproved of cheating behaviors, they
were less likely to engage in those behaviors. Unfortunately, the opposite is true as well; when students
perceived their peers engaged in cheating, they were more likely to also engage in cheating behaviors
(McCabe & Treviño, 1997).
Michaels and Miethe (1989) also looked at social learning theory when they combined several
theories to better understand cheating behaviors of more than 600 college students. This combined
model included deterrence theory, rational choice theory, social bond theory, and social learning
theories. Among the elements of social learning theories, Michaels and Miethe looked at both procheating attitudes and the rationalization of cheating behaviors. Those participants, of which greater
than 85% had reported some cheating behaviors, also answered survey questions regarding the
rationalization of cheating behaviors. For example, one question asked students to rate their agreement
with the statement of “cheating is understandable if a student has to make good grades in order to stay
in school” (p. 875) and a second question asked if “cheating in dumb courses with poor instructors is
understandable” (p. 876). These rationalization attitudes had a strong relationship with cheating
behaviors (Michaels & Miethe, 1989).
The study by Michaels and Miethe (1989) supported using a combined theory model and the
authors suggested using combined models to best understand academic cheating. Unfortunately, the
combined model, as put forth by Michaels and Miethe (1989), does not include a focus on allied health
professionals or on students seeking admission into graduate school. There are additional theories that,
when considered together, may more accurately represent why students in communication disorders
choose to engage in academic dishonesty. These theories include the theory of reasoned action,
neutralization theory, and the theory of intrinsic-extrinsic motivation also known as goal orientation
theory.
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Theory of Reasoned Action
The theory of reasoned action, as defined by Ajzen and Fishbein (1973), states there are three
major factors that determine an individual’s behavior. These factors include the attitude toward the
behavior, the normative belief around the behavior, and the motivation to comply with the behavior
(Ajzen & Fishbein, 1973). Breaking down these factors, Ajzen and Fishbein explain an individual’s
attitude toward a behavior is reliant on the specific behavior and is comprised of both the individual’s
values and the perceived consequences of that behavior, while the normative belief around the
behavior includes the individual’s perceptions of the societal expectations for a behavior. Unfortunately,
the motivation to comply with a behavior may be at odds with the normative belief. For instance, the
expectations of friends or family may have a greater impact than potential consequences when
determining whether or not to engage in the behavior (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1973).
In later research, Fishbein and Ajzen (2010) explain reasoned action through a social learning
lens. Individuals learn which behaviors are met with positive or negative responses by watching others.
Most people have a motivation to comply with social norms and thereby comply with certain behavior
requirements. However, this only works as long as the motivation to comply outweighs other
motivations. Fishbein and Ajzen use the example of a coworker believing an individual should not drink
does not outweigh the individual’s desire to drink, particularly when drinking is socially accepted. While
the co-worker’s sanction against drinking may not cause the individual to drink, it does not stop them
from drinking either (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010). By relating the theory of reasoned action to academic
dishonesty, it is easy to see, that if the student believes cheating behavior is common or there are other
perceived needs such as a high grade or more time these needs may outweigh the sanction against
academic dishonesty.
In a review of theories and models relevant to cheating behavior, Starovoytova Madara et al.
(2016), discuss the theory of reasoned action as it pertains to academic dishonesty. They state when
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deciding whether or not to cheat students weigh the risk and the repercussions, including the potential
reactions of people important to them, before they engage in the behavior. Identifying the pros and
cons is not always easy though and Starovoytova Madara et al. (2016) explain the decision is dependent
on previous experiences as well as preferences for the alternative behaviors. The theory of reasoned
action lends credence to the statement that cheating is premediated and intentional (Deci & Ryan, 2000;
Starovoytova Madara et al., 2016).
Starovoytova Madara et al. (2016), state the theory of reasoned action assumes an individual
will think about the consequences prior to engaging in actions. For reasoned action, intent is based on
an individual’s perception of the behavior and their idea of how society perceives the behavior.
Therefore, the decision to engage in academic dishonesty may be based on whether the benefit of
cheating outweighs the social risks. When an individual decides to engage in dishonest behavior it is
because they have weighed the pros and cons of the behavior, considered alternative behaviors, and
determined this behavior was worth the risk (Starovoytova Madara et al., 2016).
Understanding that behavioral choices are impacted not only by personal values, but also
societal expectations is important for determining how best to deter those choices. The theory of
reasoned action helps explain why some students choose to engage in academically dishonest behavior;
however, reasoned action does not fully explain how students determine which perceptions or needs
carry the most impact on decision making. Nor does TRA explain behaviors that occur spontaneously
without prior reasoning. Ajzen and Fishbein (1973) claim the motivation to comply with a behavior is an
important piece of the decision making. In the case of academic dishonesty, looking at the goal of the
action may be more beneficial.
Goal Orientation Theory
Researchers have studied the factors that influence learning for many years and have found that
although intelligence is a major factor for success in school, it cannot be counted as the only factor
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(Eison et al., 1983). Building on Deci and Ryan’s (1982) extrinsic motivation and learning research, Eison
et al. (1983) proposed the idea that personal orientations affected student behavior within the
classroom. In fact, Eison (1981) created a survey, The Learning Orientation and Grade Orientation
(LOGO), to identify students as learning oriented or grade oriented when determining student
motivation. In their research, Eison et al. (1983) stated students interested in learning the material as a
way to gain personal satisfaction were considered learning oriented while students interested in the
achievement of a good grade were considered grade oriented.
While Eison et al. (1983) considered specifically grade orientation, Deci and Ryan (1982) used an
expanded definition that included individuals working toward any external award such as “money, good
grades, status, approval, or the avoidance of an unpleasant event” (p. 4). Deci and Ryan went on to
explain that although children are usually intrinsically motivated, as they progress through academics
students lose control of their learning environments and begin to feel helpless. For these students
learning is no longer done to satisfy curiosity and has shifted to the goal-oriented focus of good grades
or approval. Students who are extrinsically motivated often appear to be high achievers but require
direction and may not take responsibility for their own learning (Deci & Ryan, 1982).
Furthering the research on learning orientation, Rettinger et al. (2004) agreed with previous
definitions of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. They reported students who studied to gain knowledge
and increase their own competence were considered learning oriented and intrinsically motivated.
Students who desire to prove their ability either by demonstrating their competence, or by hiding their
lack of ability, were grade or goal oriented and therefore extrinsically motivated. Rettinger et al. (2004)
supported previous research when they found extrinsically motivated students were more likely to
engage in cheating behaviors.
Following Rettinger et al. (2004), Murdock and Anderman (2006) also explored intrinsic and
extrinsic motivational factors in higher education. Their study found students who focused on intrinsic
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rewards such as mastery and learning were less likely to engage in academic dishonesty while students
focused on grades or approval, or other extrinsic motivators, were more likely to engage in cheating
behaviors as a way to achieve those goals (Murdock & Anderman, 2006). These findings were further
supported when Anderman and Koenka (2017) determined students were more likely to cheat when
motivated by a need for high grades.
Rettinger and Kramer (2009) explored the motivation behind academic dishonesty as well. Using
the LOGO-II survey, they surveyed 154 students at a private university. Of these participants, more than
73% reported engaging in at least one cheating behavior identified on the survey. Rettinger and Kramer
reported a strong correlation between extrinsic motivation (e.g., a focus on grades) and academic
dishonesty. Rettinger and Kramer (2009) also found that students who believed cheating was common
were more likely to engage in academic dishonesty and justify their behavior. Other extrinsic
motivations that may encourage students to engage in academic dishonesty include the need for
approval from their peers, family, and professors (Davis et al., 2009; Kanat-Maymon et al., 2015;
Murdock & Anderman, 2006; Rettinger & Kramer, 2009).
Goal orientation theory, based on the premise of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation, states that
learning oriented students learn for the intrinsic reward of the joy of learning while goal-oriented
students learn to reach an extrinsic goal such as good grades, promotion, or recognition (Anderman &
Koenka, 2017; Deci & Ryan, 1982; Merriam & Bierema, 2014). Goal orientation theory provides some of
the rationale for why students choose to engage in academic dishonesty, but it does not answer the
entire question.
Neutralizing Attitudes Theory
Although students are more likely to engage in academic dishonesty when they are extrinsically
motivated, goal motivation by itself does not explain why students choose to cheat (Rettinger & Kramer,
2009). In addition to understanding the motivation behind cheating, it is necessary to understand the
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rationalization that also occurs. Neutralizing attitudes theory, originally believed to be a part of the
theory of delinquency, found juvenile lawbreakers rationalized their behavior through neutralizing
techniques (Sykes & Matza, 1957).
Neutralizing attitudes occur when individuals justify their dishonest actions (Sykes & Matza,
1957). The theory originated with research involving the study of juvenile offenders in an attempt to
determine why individuals engaged in lawless behavior. In their study, Sykes and Matza explored the
patterns related to juvenile delinquency and found individuals often cited situations beyond their
control, such as unloving parents or falling in with a bad crowd, to justify, or rationalize, and avoid
responsibility for their behavior. Sykes and Matza (1957) suggest neutralization behaviors include
denying responsibility, denying harm, and blaming others. Interestingly, Brent and Atkisson (2011)
discussed these same neutralization behaviors in relation to academic dishonesty when they said
students bring up excuses that are beyond their control such as the computer dying before homework
could be completed or by placing blame on someone else.
Students often attempt to justify their cheating behavior because other students engage in
similar behavior (Davis et al., 2009). For instance, McCabe and Treviño (1993) found neutralizing
attitudes in play when students declared the need to cheat because others did so. However, a peer
cheating is not the only justification for cheating behaviors. Murdock and Anderman (2006) found
students employ neutralizing attitudes to justify cheating behavior in a number of ways including
blaming poor teaching, an uncaring teacher, and too great a focus on grades. They found students who
engaged in academic dishonesty often rationalized their behavior by shifting the blame to the instructor
for assigning too much homework or for being unfair (Murdock & Anderman, 2006). In a later study,
Murdock et al. (2008) reported students who cheated had high rates of neutralizing their behavior by
blaming others for their actions.
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Rettinger and Kramer (2009) studied neutralizing attitudes among 154 college students and
found a significant interaction between extrinsic motivation and neutralizing attitudes. Their study
found students who self-reported cheating behaviors were more likely to also report stronger
neutralizing attitudes. In fact, Rettinger and Kramer found three predictors of academic dishonesty
including knowledge of peer cheating, neutralizing attitudes, and extrinsic motivation. The study looked
at the interaction between neutralizing attitudes and extrinsic motivation and found no significant
effect. However, when exploring the relationship between peer dishonesty and neutralizing attitudes,
the authors found an increase in cheating behavior for those students who had stronger neutralizing
attitudes (Rettinger & Kramer, 2009).
Building on the research regarding neutralizing attitudes and cheating, a more recent study by
Curasi (2013) looked at the cheating behaviors and attitudes of 327 undergraduate business
administration students. In this study, Curasi also found students denied responsibility for their
behaviors by blaming other students for not covering their answers, condemned the teacher for not
caring, or excused their behavior if they were in danger of losing a scholarship or did not have time to
study due to work. Students also reported cheating was harmless as there were no real victims (Curasi,
2013). These findings support the earlier studies by Murdock and Anderman (2006), Rettinger and
Kramer (2009), and Murdock et al. (2008).
The theory of neutralizing attitudes states individuals will attempt to rationalize and justify their
behavior. Students who engage in academic dishonesty often cite situations beyond their control such
as the perception of widespread cheating, pressure to succeed, or heavy workloads (Curasi, 2013;
Rettinger, 2017). However, neutralizing attitudes alone does not provide enough information about why
students cheat.
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A Combination of Theories
It is entirely possible that no single theory will be able to provide adequate information to
counteract students cheating, however, combining theories may lead to the answer. Goal orientation
theory states some students are motivated by intrinsic rewards such as learning a new skill while others
are extrinsically motivated by good grades or recognition (Deci & Ryan, 1982). Students who are
extrinsically motivated are more likely to engage in academically dishonest behavior (Deci & Ryan, 1982;
Rettinger et al., 2004; Rettinger & Kramer, 2009). However, extrinsic motivation is not the only factor
that is relevant when it comes to academic dishonesty.
The theory of reasoned action states an individual’s motivation for any behavior is contingent on
their perception of the behavior and the social norms associated with that behavior (Fishbein & Ajzen,
2010; Starovoytova Madara et al., 2016). Reasoned action is linked with academic dishonesty when an
individual believes cheating is common or when a need outweighs societal expectations. In comparison,
the theory of neutralizing attitudes states an individual will rationalize and justify their behavior by
blaming people or situations beyond their control (Sykes & Matza, 1957).
Reasoned action and goal orientation are easily linked with the decision to engage in
academically dishonest behavior. If a student perceives an extrinsic reward is achievable through
cheating, the need to achieve that reward may outweigh the perceived risks. However, these theories
alone do not address how students in an allied health profession, who are often perceived as honest and
ethical (Devine & Chin, 2018), could justify cheating behaviors when there is a risk of causing harm to
their clients. When we combine the third theory, neutralizing attitudes, it is possible to see how allied
health students may justify academically dishonest behavior.
Nurses and other allied health professionals, like SLPs, are often assumed to be intrinsically
motivated by a desire to help others (McCabe, 2009). Unfortunately, studies have shown students in
these medical professions also engage in academically dishonest behavior (McCabe et al., 2012), which
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indicates the demand for excellence and high grades may cause students to become more extrinsically
motivated. Alternatively, it may be possible to be both intrinsically motivated by the desire to learn and
help, and extrinsically motivated by praise and grades (Eison et al., 1983).
Recognizing that a student may be both intrinsically and extrinsically motivated makes sense for
the SLP student because the entrance-level credentialing in speech-language pathology requires a
master’s degree (ASHA, 2020d). Admittance into these graduate programs is extremely competitive with
the average GPA being 3.14 or better and fewer than 40% of applicants gaining admittance to accredited
graduate programs nationwide (CAPCSD, 2021). As individuals progress through their education and
realize the competition required to gain a coveted spot in a master’s level program, there is more
pressure to succeed which may lead to an even greater focus on the extrinsic motivation of grades and
result in greater neutralization of behaviors.
Neutralization theory allows students to place the blame for their behavior on external forces
(Rettinger & Kramer, 2009; Sykes & Matza, 1957). Students may believe cheating is wrong yet feel as
though they have no choice but to cheat because their peers are successfully cheating (Rettinger, 2017).
In addition, some students feel that cheating is justified if the instructor is not engaging or does not
teach well (Curasi, 2013; Starovoytova & Namango, 2016). This justification lends credence to the
concept that students may reason through the pros and cons of a behavior before making the choice of
whether or not to engage in academic dishonesty (Starovoytova Madara & Namango, 2016).
In order to fully understand the choices SLP students make to engage (or not) in academically
dishonest behavior, it is necessary to combine the theories of reasoned action, goal orientation, and
neutralizing attitudes. Combining theories will help identify not only how often SLP students engage in
cheating, but why students working toward a degree in a helping-field, such as speech-language
pathology, are driven to engage in academically dishonest behaviors. Once identified, it may be possible
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to change the academic focus enough that students no longer feel the need to cheat or, more
realistically, understand the potentially dire consequences of someone in a health field cheating.
The Behaviors of Academic Dishonesty
Despite being studied for many years, cheating behaviors continue to occur across disciplines
and academic levels (Aaron & Roche, 2013; McCabe et al., 2002, 2012; Starovoytova & Namango, 2016).
In 2009, Hollinger and Lanza-Kaduce surveyed students enrolled in 27 different classes at a major
Southeastern university. Hollinger and Lanza-Kaduce (2009) found 68% of 1,672 participants across
disciplines (e.g., business administration, engineering, liberal arts) admitted to engaging in a variety of
academically dishonest behavior during the previous semester. A later study by Watson et al. (2014)
surveyed 400 undergraduate and graduate students and looked at the academic level of student (e.g.,
freshman, sophomore) not the declared major when examining frequency of academic dishonesty. In a
large study across the US and Canada, McCabe et al. (2006) surveyed 5,331 students and then compared
results between business students and non-business students. Interestingly, McCabe et al. (2006) found
business students engaged in cheating behaviors more than their non-business major peers.
Although business majors may cheat more often (McCabe et al., 2006), allied health fields have
not been immune to the high incidence of cheating behaviors. A study by Theart and Smit (2012)
examined the incidence of academic dishonesty among 550 nursing students and found 88% reported
they had engaged in cheating behaviors. McCabe’s (2009) longitudinal study found 72% of
undergraduate nursing students and 48% of graduate nursing students reported engaging in some form
of academic dishonesty. Aaron et al. (2011) surveyed both nursing students and students enrolled in
radiologic sciences programs (e.g., nuclear medicine, sonography) and found that of the 210 radiologic
science students who participated only 11% had engaged in cheating behaviors in college. While there is
little doubt that cheating behavior occurs, what remains unclear is the frequency of cheating behaviors

29
among allied health professionals, specifically speech-language pathology students and whether or not
that cheating behavior changes with academic levels.
Prevalence of Cheating Behaviors
Exploring previous research in order to understand the prevalence of cheating behaviors is
important. Academic dishonesty was first identified as a widespread problem when Bowers (1964)
surveyed over 5000 students and reported on their experiences with academic dishonesty since starting
college. Bowers summed up the issue succinctly when he stated the prevalence of cheating was so high
academic dishonesty was the “norm” on college campuses. Since this seminal study, the literature has
continued to build and expand on the nuances of cheating behaviors and how prevalent they are in
college settings. This section highlights key research that, in the years since Bower’s study, has expanded
and created more depth for understanding the prevalence of cheating in differing populations and
programs and the varying types of cheating behaviors.
Although Bowers (1964) shed light on academic dishonesty early on, cheating remains a
problem. More recent studies have sought to identify when and why students cheat. In 2009, Hollinger
and Lanza-Kaduce looked at the results of 1,672 questionnaires designed to measure the frequency of
cheating behavior by academic levels. In this survey over two-thirds of the participants, 68%, admitted
to engaging in some form of academically dishonest behavior during the previous semester. Of these
individuals who reported academic dishonesty, nearly 38% reported plagiarism and 46% reported
copying homework or answers from an exam, while over 22% purposefully allowed other students to
copy exam answers. In addition, nearly 22% of participants reported engaging in academic dishonesty a
minimum of six times over the previous semester. While discussing the results of the study, Hollinger
and Lanza-Kaduce (2009) share concern that a catch-22 scenario is playing out. With such a large
percentage of students cheating there is increased educational competition which leads to even more
cheating (Hollinger & Lanza-Kaduce, 2009).
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In a much smaller study, Balbuena et al. (2015) also used a survey to explore student
understanding of cheating behavior. In this study, 30 students answered questions regarding what they
considered cheating behaviors and reported on how often they had engaged in such an activity. At least
50% of the students reported cheating from another student during a test, getting answers or questions
from someone who had already taken the test, unauthorized collaboration, letting a peer copy
homework, or some form of plagiarism (Balbuena et al., 2015). These results are similar to those from
Hollinger and Lanza-Kaduce (2009). In the Hollinger and Lanza-Kaduce (2009) study, just over 26% of
students copied another student’s exam while in the Balbuena et al. (2015) study a startlingly 67%
reported cheating on an exam more than once. It should be noted also, Balbuena et al. do not specify a
time period and it is unclear if students are reporting on the previous semester or their entire college
career. While the high percentage in the Balbuena et al. (2015) exam is alarming, the lower number of
participants (n = 30) compared to Hollinger and Lanza-Kaduce (n = 1,672) and the vague time period may
have played a role in the overall percentage of reported behaviors. A greater concern is that more than
50% of the participants reported engaging in academically dishonest behavior on more than one
occasion.
Similar to Hollinger and Lanza-Kaduce (2009) and Balbuena et al. (2015), Ahmed (2018) also
found greater than half of the study body engaged in some form of academically dishonest behavior. In
his 2018 study involving 111 undergraduate students enrolled in an advanced academic writing course,
Ahmed found 65% of students used some form of technology to cheat (e.g., mobile phones, Messenger,
Facebook, or texting), 15% used cheat sheets, and 13% stated they cheated from friends. Interestingly,
only 5% stated they used the online resources available for faculty text manuals. Ahmed also found that
students engaged in academic dishonesty even though they reported knowing the behavior was wrong
(Ahmed, 2018). In an eerie echo of the Hollinger and Lanza-Kaduce (2009) concern that the high number
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of students cheating leads to even more academic competition, students in the Ahmed study reported
they would take the chance of getting caught if it improved their grades (Ahmed, 2018).
Ahmed’s (2018) article highlights many areas of concern, particularly that the majority of
students admitted they would cheat if given the opportunity. He proposed one of the reasons for
students taking that risk is because they know people who engage in academic dishonesty yet are
rewarded with being on the Dean’s list, not getting caught, or worse yet, getting caught with no
repercussions. Ahmed suggests student academic dishonesty may be directly linked to faculty leniency,
particularly when students caught cheating are not punished or anti-cheating policies are not
implemented (Ahmed, 2018). This stance is different than that proposed by Hollinger and Lanza-Kaduce
(2009) suggesting ineffective anti-cheating measures are to blame, not faculty leniency.
Bowers (1964) stated one of the major problems with academic dishonesty was that the student
gains fragmented knowledge of the subject matter and deprives students of an ethical environment.
Both Balbuena et al. (2015) and Ahmed (2018) sum up the problem when they point out that academic
dishonesty is an ethical dilemma that eats away at the competence of the graduates and the quality of a
program. Ahmed (2018) also clearly states the ethical dilemma doesn’t end with academics but carries
over into the workplace. This is particularly troubling when considering students entering a medical
profession.
In a longitudinal study comparing nursing students to students in other fields, McCabe (2009),
found 72% of undergraduate nursing students and 48% of graduate student nurses engaged in some
form of academic dishonesty. His study indicated 43% of undergraduate nursing students engaged in
unauthorized collaboration with another 24% receiving unauthorized help on an assignment (McCabe,
2009). The percentage of students who reported engaging in unauthorized collaboration is similar to the
57% reported by Balbuena et al. (2015). In addition to unauthorized collaboration, plagiarism in some
form was also a common behavior. For instance, McCabe (2009) reported 74% of undergraduate
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students and 42% of graduate students engaged in copying from either an online source or a written
source without appropriate citation. These results are much higher than the 37.7% for plagiarism
reported by Hollinger and Lanza-Kaduce (2009), however, it is similar to the percentage of plagiarism
reported by Theart and Smit (2012).
Theart and Smit’s (2012) study examined both the incidence and the methods of academic
dishonesty among nursing students. Of the 550 participants, 88% reported they had committed at least
one of the identified cheating behaviors. These behaviors included plagiarism, unauthorized
collaboration, copying from a peer, writing an assignment for someone else, and fabricating excuses to
avoid an assignment or exam. Theart and Smit reported plagiarism received the highest incidence rating;
therefore, the category of plagiarism was separated into subcategories. This revised analysis showed
60% of students had copied an idea from sources without citing, while 57% reported copying word for
word without citing. The second highest incidence rating was the high level of dishonesty associated
with completing practical workbooks. Interestingly 20% of students admitted writing an assignment for
someone else while only 8% reported submitting a paper written by someone else (Theart & Smit, 2012)
which supports Bower’s concern that students do not accurately self-report academic dishonesty.
Both McCabe’s (2009) study and Theart and Smit’s (2012) study make it clear that students in
allied health fields are engaging in cheating behaviors. When students engage in cheating behaviors,
such as unauthorized collaboration or copying on exams and assignments, they misrepresent the
information they have learned. This misrepresentation has serious implications for their patients as it is
assumed a medical practitioner is competent, yet the individual who cheated may not have the
knowledge needed for safe and effective treatment (McCabe, 2009).
Bowers (1964) may have stated it best when he claimed that his study was only a rough
approximation of the cheating that actually occurs within the university setting. For decades, academic
dishonesty has been shown to be consistently pervasive and problematic. Bowers’ (1964) study paved
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the way for future research to occur from providing the initial survey questions to analyzing why
students choose to cheat. Through the years, research has become more focused and complex.
Although the overall incidence of cheating behavior remains high, anywhere from 40-88% depending on
the study, we now have a greater understanding of the cheating behaviors of different student
populations (e.g., undergraduate and graduate level), programs (e.g., business majors), and types of
cheating behaviors.
Although academic dishonesty has been well studied, there remain elements to further explore.
Research on cheating in healthcare, and specifically communication sciences and disorders, has been
minimally studied; however, given the high level of impact and risk for this field, is needed. In addition,
the intersection between prevalence and motivation of cheating behaviors has received little attention.
This study attempts to advance knowledge and understanding for the prevalence of cheating behaviors
in communication disorders students and their unique role in health care.
Misunderstanding Cheating Behavior
There is considerable variability in the reports of cheating behaviors among disciplines. Some of
this variability may be due to different attitudes among the professions, however, some may also be due
to differences in definitions. Identifying exactly what constitutes academic dishonesty is challenging.
This section highlights key research that explores student perception of the frequency and seriousness
of academic dishonesty.
McCabe’s (2009) survey attempted to determine specific types of cheating behavior when he
provided examples of academic dishonesty and asked participants to rank the frequency and
seriousness of the behavior. In his study the most common behaviors reported included unauthorized
collaboration, plagiarism, getting exam questions from someone who has already taken it, and
fabricating information and/or excuses. When asked to identify which cheating behaviors were the most
serious, the students participating in McCabe’s (2009) study indicated copying most of a paper, copying
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from someone on an exam, or using cheat sheets on an exam as equally serious. Interestingly,
unauthorized collaboration was not considered serious by the majority of students (McCabe, 2009).
Taking a slightly different tactic, a study conducted by Watson et al. (2014) also looked at faculty
and student perceptions of cheating. In this survey, faculty and students were asked the same questions
regarding scenarios of various academic behaviors and asked to identify if they viewed the specific
cheating behaviors as dishonest. The results indicated there were significant differences between faculty
and student views on dishonest behaviors. The authors stated this discrepancy may be due, at least in
part, because students do not understand what constitutes acceptable behavior when it comes to
academic integrity. For instance, many students attending university may not be aware using the tools
they grew up with such as the internet, cell phones, and computers to complete an assignment or exam
without prior approval may be considered dishonest (Watson et al., 2014).
Similar to McCabe’s (2009) research, Wilkinson (2009) also discussed the lack of understanding
of what constitutes academic dishonesty by surveying both faculty and undergraduate students.
Although confusion about referencing rules was cited as a possible reason for plagiarism to occur, she
went on to discuss the differences between faculty and student perceptions about why students cheat.
Wilkinson stated faculty were inclined to think the plagiarism happened by accident or that the students
thought they would not get caught, whereas the students reported choosing to plagiarize with the
intention of saving time or to get better grades (Wilkinson, 2009).
The study by Watson et al. (2014) suggests there is merit to Wilkinson’s (2009) idea that
students were not always intentionally cheating. The 2014 study by Watson et al. supports the
possibility that the plethora of technology that is readily available makes it harder for students to know
what is or is not allowed. Aaron and Roche (2013) shared the results of their study that also described
the lack of understanding between faculty and student concerning what was and wasn’t serious
cheating behavior. Both Wilkinson (2009) and Watson et al. (2014) exemplify the difference between
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faculty and student understanding of cheating behaviors. Gullifer and Tyson ( 2014) summed up the
situation nicely when they stated, “After examining the plethora of research published on academic
dishonesty, misconduct and integrity, it is obvious that a standard definition does not exist.”
This lack of definition, this confusion, highlights why Rettinger (2017) pointed out that good
pedagogy involves working with students to understand which behaviors are or are not acceptable. If
there is no common understanding of whether or not a behavior is considered academically dishonest,
taking steps to correct the dishonesty is futile. Reaching a common understanding, determining which
behaviors are occurring and their perceived seriousness, is a crucial step to understanding how to guide
students to work with integrity. This study aims to increase knowledge on student perception of the
seriousness of specific cheating behaviors, specifically among communication disorders students.
The Motivation Behind Academic Dishonesty
The literature shows it is clear that students cheat. What is not as clear is why they cheat. What
motivation spurs the decision to engage in academic dishonesty? Although Theart and Smit (2012)
stated the major motivation for engaging in cheating behavior was to succeed academically, they also
stated over 70% of participants reported peer pressure played a role in the decision to cheat.
Understanding the motivation behind academic dishonesty is critical for determining the best way to
combat the issue. This section will highlight research discussing the motivation behind cheating.
As early as 1993, McCabe and Treviño (1993) found neutralizing attitudes in play when students
declared the need to cheat because others did so. In their study, McCabe and Treviño found that
participants felt at a disadvantage if they did not cheat because of the cheating behavior of their peers.
This statement is strongly supported by Rettinger (2017) when he found that although both
undergraduate and graduate students recognized that cheating was wrong, many students felt that they
had no choice to cheat. When students engage in neutralizing attitudes in order to excuse their
behavior, they are more likely to engage in cheating behavior (Miller & Morris, 2016).
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Theart and Smit’s (2012) research reveals that, as expected, the majority (84%) of students
indicated the pressure to succeed was a major factor in the decision to cheat. However, they also found
71% of the student participants were afraid they would lose status amongst their peers if they did not
cheat. Unfortunately, Theart and Smit do not clarify if the lost status occurred because the student did
not get the desired grade or because they were perceived as less knowledgeable. Theart and Smit
(2012) go on to say 71% of participants believed seeing other students cheat successfully would
encourage more students to cheat. Interestingly, they also state that peer pressure played a role in
whether or not students helped someone else to cheat.
Similar to Theart and Smit (2012) findings on peer pressure, Brent and Atkisson (2011) claim
that students blame others, such as friends or fraternity/sorority members of higher ranking, for forcing
them to help them cheat. Brent and Atkisson expected both neutralization theory and the theory of
reasoned action played a role in academic dishonesty and looked for those themes. Their mixed
methods study reported students denied responsibility for their behavior and denied any harm occurred
as a way of neutralizing their own behavior. Although Brent and Atkisson (2011) explain potential
theories behind the decision to cheat, they do not explain why students felt motivated to cheat in the
first place.
Although many studies indicated students shifted the blame for their actions, Simkin and
McLeod (2010) took a slightly different approach to try to determine the underlying reason students felt
the need to cheat. Their study looked at various motivations for cheating including attitudes toward
cheating, time demands, getting ahead, risk, and opportunity. The authors found the desire to get ahead
was the single statistically significant motivation for cheating. Simkin and McLeod suggest this finding
creates a strong link to the theory of reasoned action. Interestingly, the study compared students who
self-reported cheating behaviors and those who had not. They found that neither group of students
identified time demands as a significant motivator and proposed the expected excuses of working an
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outside job, being a student athlete, or having too many assignments did not have an impact on a
student’s decision to engage in academic dishonesty (Simkin & McLeod, 2010). What they did find, was
that the influence of family played a significant role in whether students chose to engage in academic
dishonesty.
In more recent research, Anderman and Koenka (2017) asked three questions in their search for
the motivation behind cheating. The first question looked at the motivation for finishing an academic
task (e.g., was the goal of the task to learn something or to get a good grade). The second question
explored students’ beliefs about their abilities to complete the assignment. The third question looked at
the costs associated with cheating. Anderman and Koenka (2017) believed students consider each of
these questions prior to deciding whether or not to cheat. They state students are more likely to cheat
when they are extrinsically motivated or when they perceive the class climate is focused on getting good
grades (Anderman & Koenka, 2017). This finding follows the understanding of goal orientation theory as
students who are focused on grades are more likely to engage in cheating behaviors. This is particularly
troubling for communication disorder students who are applying to highly competitive graduate
programs in order to enter the profession.
It is clear, simply understanding the behavior of cheating is not enough. Understanding the
motivation behind and identifying how students are justifying their actions, is a critical step to changing
the behavior. This study attempts to advance that knowledge by looking at the potential motivation
behind academic dishonesty in the field of communication sciences and disorders.
The Lasting Effects of Cheating Behavior
The willingness to engage in dishonest behaviors does not always stop at the university doors.
The choices leading to academic type dishonesty appear to occur in the workplace as well (Aaron &
Roche, 2013). Although academic dishonesty is often seen as harmless to everyone but the cheater,
Aaron and Roche (2013), state students do not realize the motivation for the behavior continues into
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the workplace. For instance, if a student who cheated on exams is now required to perform the same
work as a professional, there may be some significant issues (Aaron & Roche, 2013). This section shares
research identifying and discusses the concerns academic dishonesty creates beyond the college
experience and into the professional world.
The concern for unethical behavior in the workplace is supported by Sims (1993) statement that
an individual who believed academic dishonesty was acceptable would tend to always believe it is
acceptable. To confirm this hypothesis, Sims surveyed 57 graduate business students with academic
related questions on one side and work-related questions on the other. On this survey, 91% of the
participants reported engaging in academic dishonesty and 98% reported engaging in at least one
episode of workplace dishonesty (Sims, 1993). Many of these infractions could be considered “mild”
(e.g., mailing personal papers from work or taking office supplies for personal use); however, the
behaviors also included falsifying time slips, selling company equipment, and embezzlement.
Nonis and Swift (2001) also explored student perception of dishonest behavior in the workplace.
A survey of 1,051 undergraduate and graduate business majors revealed individuals who found
dishonest acts acceptable were more likely to behave dishonestly. A strong positive correlation was
found between individuals who found dishonest acts acceptable and who engaged in academic
dishonesty or workplace dishonesty. There was also a strong positive correlation between those who
engaged in academic dishonesty and workplace dishonesty. These results, as explained by the authors,
indicate that those students who engage in academic dishonesty are more likely to engage in workplace
dishonesty (Nonis & Swift, 2001).
Although Sims’ (1993) study and Nonis and Swift’s (2001) study were focused on business
students, the connection between academic dishonesty and workplace dishonesty is made for other
professionals as well. Mohr et al. (2011) found trends among physical therapists’ dishonest workplace
behavior that were similar to academic dishonesty. For instance, in a review of records from the Physical

39
Therapy Association, Mohr and associates found over 1,000 reports of disciplinary action related to
integrity. The behaviors that were sanctioned included actions such as practicing without a license,
fraudulent billing, or unprofessional conduct. Mohr et al. (2011) laid the groundwork for linking
unprofessional behavior as a student to unprofessional behavior as a professional. Interestingly, Mohr et
al. (2011) also drew the parallel between more males cheating in school and more males being
disciplined for unethical behavior in the profession when they identified the discrepancy of males being
sanctioned for unethical behavior in a field dominated by women.
Expanding on the relatively sparse research of cheating behavior in medical arts, McCabe et al.
(2012) reported that of 1,545 health science majors a staggering 67% self-reported cheating. They state
that although medical students are pursuing a helping profession, many are still willing to do whatever is
necessary to get ahead. McCabe et al. (2012) also discuss the high rate of pharmacy students and dental
students cheating. They effectively sum up the greater problem when they state the concern for the
medical profession is not just the possibility of unethical behavior in the workplace, but also whether or
not the students have acquired sufficient knowledge to perform their job. This trend of academic
dishonesty is particularly bothersome when one considers the intensely competitive nature of medical
school and the vulnerability of the clientele (McCabe, 2009; McCabe et al., 2012).
For SLPs and other allied health professionals working with vulnerable populations, dishonesty
in the workplace can have lasting repercussions. Not only is there the possibility of unethical behavior
occurring in the workplace; there is the possibility the individual is not competent in their knowledge
and skills and may therefore harm their clients (Aaron & Roche, 2013; McCabe et al., 2012).
Unfortunately, as McCabe et al. (2012) so eloquently stated, “Many seem to be willing to do whatever is
necessary to gain an advantage over others or to help ensure their own progress through their academic
programs” (p.153). This study hopes to reduce the amount of unethical behavior occurring in the
workplace by shedding light on the issue and encouraging discussion on the importance of integrity.
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Summary
The literature indicates greater than 60% of students engage in academic dishonesty for a
number of reasons. The primary reason cited appears to be related to grades and achievement
recognition, however, there is also an indication that students may be more willing to engage in
academic dishonesty if they believe others are also doing so. Initially thought to be a crime of
opportunity, there are several studies showing cheating behaviors are typically planned behaviors.
Perhaps most troubling is that the research also indicates individuals who believe dishonest behaviors in
academia are acceptable are also more likely to engage in workplace dishonesty. Much of the literature
indicates students neutralize, or excuse, their behavior by blaming it on others. Other literature
indicates the societal pressures placed on students for success is to blame. To date, there is limited to no
research that indicates there are truly three theories in action when students choose to engage in
academic dishonesty. To successfully uncover the motivation behind cheating behaviors it is important
to consider the theory of reasoned action, neutralization theory, and goal orientation theory.
While there is some research on academic dishonesty among nursing students and other
medical professionals, there is very little research available about those in the allied health professions.
To date, there is no research on the academic dishonesty among students studying to become speechlanguage pathologists. As allied health professionals, speech-language pathologists work with vulnerable
populations in a variety of settings. Given this, there is a strong need for further research to better
understand the prevalence of academic dishonesty among students studying to become speechlanguage pathologists in order to potentially facilitate methods to effectively discourage academic
dishonesty. This study aims to identify the underlying motivation behind academic dishonesty as well as
the perceptions related to cheating behaviors for communication sciences and disorders students.
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Chapter 3
Methods and Procedures
Academic dishonesty is pervasive throughout higher education and has been extensively studied
(Elias, 2017; McCabe, 2009; Simkin & McLeod, 2010). Understanding why students cheat and providing
them with a unified explanation of what constitutes cheating behaviors is important to reducing the
prevalence of academic dishonesty (McCabe, 2009; Rettinger et al., 2017). A major step in
understanding why students cheat is to explore the motivations behind cheating behaviors. This chapter
discusses the research methods and procedures used to better understand academic dishonesty among
students enrolled speech-language pathology programs.
Purpose
The purpose of this study was to explore academic dishonesty among students studying to
become speech-language pathologists (SLPs). The prevalence of academically dishonest behavior as well
as the motivation for engaging in that behavior was examined. This study also explored the potential
relationship between the motivation behind academic dishonesty and the type of cheating behavior in
which a student engaged.
Research Questions
This study was guided by five primary research questions:
1. What is the frequency of academic dishonesty in undergraduate and graduate level SLP
students?
2.

What factors contribute to cheating behaviors in which SLP students engage?

3.

Are SLP students more likely to be learning oriented or goal oriented?

4.

Is there a difference in the specific cheating behaviors between SLP students who are learning
oriented and those who are grade oriented?

5.

What are the perceptions of cheating among SLP Students?
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Research Approach
Because the sensitive nature and potential censure of academic dishonesty had the potential to
inhibit participation, this study employed a quantitative research survey design to identify the
prevalence, motivations, and frequent behaviors of academic dishonesty. The survey allowed
participants to answer questions anonymously and without fear of censure or repercussions. A survey
was determined to be an optimal tool for this study as surveys are often used to explore the prevalence
of behaviors and practices of individuals (Irwin et al., 2020).
Procedure and Recruitment
Institutional research board (IRB) approval was obtained prior to the beginning of the study. A
survey was created in Qualtrics and an invitation to participate was emailed to potential participants
(see Appendix A for invitation). Students enrolled in the Communication Sciences and Disorders
program at the principal researcher’s university were invited to participate through email and classroom
discussion. In addition, a list of ASHA accredited programs along with the name and email of the
program director/chair was compiled. An initial email was sent to 250 program directors with a request
to forward the invitation to participate to their students (see Appendix A). Three of the program
directors requested to be removed from mailings or indicated they would not forward the request and
were not included in the second mailing. A second email, three weeks later, was sent to 247 program
directors with a reminder request to forward the invitation to participate.
Participants completed the survey by clicking on the link provided in the email notification. They
were presented with the notice of confidentiality and an online consent form prior to starting the
survey. The consent form was the first question in the survey and required acknowledgement that the
individual readily agreed to participate in the study and was over 18 years of age. After successfully
completing the entire survey, students were asked if they would like to provide their name and email to
be randomly selected for one of four $50 Visa gift cards. If students opted to provide their name and
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email, they were directed to a separate form to provide name, email, and phone number which was
stored in a secured location from the main study. Because the invitation to participate was sent through
email and forwarded, survey return rates cannot be obtained. However, it was anticipated that 25% of
university contacts would forward the request to their students and an anticipated 10% of those
students would participate, therefore, target population was between 200-400 students.
Participants
Participants included both undergraduate and graduate students enrolled in a degree program
for communication disorders, communication sciences and disorders, or speech-language pathology in
accredited universities across the United States. A total of 463 individuals started the survey and 408
completed the demographics section of the survey; however, only 248 completed the quantitative
sections of the survey. Only participants who completed the quantitative sections of the survey were
included in the report findings. There were 200 responses for the open-ended questions at the end of
the survey, all of these responses were utilized.
Demographics
The majority of participants were aged 18-24 (n = 177, 71.4%). A fourth (25%) of the participants
were aged 25-39 (n = 62), while 3.6% were age 40 or over (n = 9). Of the 248 participants, the majority
(62%) were graduate students (n =154). Only 2.8% were PhD level students (n = 7) and 0.8% were firstyear undergraduate students (n = 2). A breakdown of the academic level is provided in Table 1.

44
Table 1
Frequencies and Percentages of Participants by Academic Level
Academic Level

n

%

PhD Student

7

2.8

2nd year MA/MS

65

26.2

1st year MA/MS

82

33.1

5th year undergraduate

7

2.8

4th year undergraduate

41

16.5

3rd year undergraduate

29

11.7

2nd year undergraduate

15

6.0

1st year undergraduate

2

0.8

When asked if they were full-time or part-time students 91.9% (n = 228) reported being full time
while 8.1% (n = 20) were part-time. Most of participants reported a GPA between 3.5 - 4.0 (n = 218,
87.9%), with only two respondents declaring a GPA below 3.0. All participants were working toward a
career in the allied-health field as a speech-language pathologist (n = 245) or a speech-language
pathology aide (n = 2). One participant did not select a response for this question. It is important to note
that the survey did not ask for gender or race as SLPs are 95% female and 91.5% white (ASHA, 2021).
Instrument
Due to the potentially sensitive nature of students disclosing academically dishonest behavior,
an anonymous survey, based on two different measures, was created for this study. Permission was
received to utilize the International Center for Academic Integrity (ICAI) Student Survey. A second survey
exploring intrinsic-extrinsic motivation, the Learning Orientation Grade Orientation-second edition
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(LOGO-II), published by Eison et al. (1983) was also utilized to explore the motivation behind the
decision to engage in academic dishonesty. The combined survey was used to explore the frequency of
behaviors and to determine if there was a relationship between students engaging in academic
dishonesty and their learning or grade orientation.
ICAI Student Survey
The ICAI Student Survey consisted of three sections that explored academic environment,
specific behaviors, and demographics. The academic environment section asked students to identify
their perception of academic dishonesty at their university. The specific behaviors section asked
students to identify how frequently they and their peers engaged in academically dishonest behaviors as
well as the perceived seriousness of those behaviors. The demographics section required students to
identify class standing, gender, age, and marital status as well as extracurricular activities.
McCabe and Treviño (1993) created the original survey on which the ICAI Student Survey is
based. The McCabe and Treviño survey had a Cronbach’s alpha ranging from 0.715 (peers’ behavior) to
0.824 (understanding integrity policy). These validity measures for the various sections of the survey
indicated the questions from each part of the survey was consistent and that the scale as a whole was
valid. Unfortunately, the original McCabe and Treviño (1993) was not available for duplication.
According to D. Rettinger, ICAI President Emeritus (personal communication, October 20, 2020), the ICAI
Student Survey is comprised of a majority of the same questions as the McCabe and Treviño survey
although there were a few changes as a result of McCabe’s work with the ICAI. The ICAI Student Survey
has not been validated in its entirety, however, the information found within the various studies using
the ICAI survey is valuable as evidenced by the number of citations in academic dishonesty research. The
ICAI Student Survey was selected as the foundation element for this study due to the number of
citations in academic dishonesty research and because it contains a majority of the elements of the
validated McCabe and Treviño (1993) survey.
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In the McCabe and Treviño survey, from which the ICAI survey was based, students were asked
to self-report academic dishonesty. More than 6,000 students from 31 U.S. colleges and universities
completed the survey. McCabe and Treviño reported the composite measure of the construct questions
asking about self-reported violations had a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.794. Further analysis showed a
significant correlation between academic dishonesty and the acceptance of an honor policy, the
perceived certainly of being reported, the severity of penalties for cheating behaviors, and the
perception of peer behavior. McCabe and Treviño (1993) indicated peer behavior had the greatest
impact on the decision to engage in academic dishonesty.
McCabe and Treviño (1997) conducted a second study using the same survey and looking at
1,793 student responses from nine universities. Questions relating to the frequency of academically
dishonest behaviors were formed into a construct with a composite measure. They found the composite
measure had a Cronbach alpha of .83. McCabe and Treviño (1997) found a significantly correlation
(p<.01) between academic dishonesty and age, gender, extracurricular activities, and peer behavior. In
addition, a stepwise regression indicated the combined measures of peer disapproval, peer behavior,
and fraternity/sorority membership explained over 20% of the total variance while a combination of
individual and contextual influences explained 30%. The independent variables in the ICAI survey were
knowledge of an honor code or academic honesty policy, knowledge of other students cheating, and
student perception of penalties. The dependent variables in the survey included frequency of cheating
behaviors for self and others, perception of seriousness of various cheating behaviors, and perception of
the academic environment.
The survey for the study featuring communication disorder students was based on the survey
provided by the ICAI and explored academic environment, specific behaviors, and demographics
similarly to the ICAI study. The demographics section was changed to be specific to communication
disorders students. The original ICAI survey asked participants to disclose gender and race, however,
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since over 95% of speech-language pathologists are female and 91.5% are white (ASHA, 2021), gender
and race were not disclosed for this survey. The primary investigator also chose not to use the honor
code variables of the ICAI survey as some universities do not have an honor code, however, the
questions related to academic honesty policies and procedures were retained. Finally, as the primary
investigator was also interested in the motivation behind the cheating behaviors, the ICAI survey was
combined with the LOGO-II an intrinsic-extrinsic motivation theory survey.
LOGO-II Survey
A second instrument, the LOGO-II Scale, was used to determine if participants could be
identified as learning oriented (LO) or grade oriented (GO) and whether there was a correlation between
orientation and cheating behaviors. This scale, originally developed by Eison et al. (1983), is a 32-item
survey exploring attitudes and behaviors associated with learning and grade orientation. The LOGO-II
survey uses a Likert-type scale from 1 to 5 with 1 being “strongly disagree” or “never,” and 5 being
“strongly agree” or “always.” The survey consists of two parts: academic attitudes and observable
behaviors. According to the manual by Eison et al. (1983), the first set of eight questions in each part of
the survey consists of questions related to learning orientation while the second set of eight questions
are related to grade orientation.
During the establishment of the LOGO II, Eison et al. (1983) reported reliability measures were
completed with the LO combined questions scoring a value of .76 and the GO combined questions
scoring a value of .73. When separating out the attitude from the behavior questions, the eight LO
attitude statements had a value of .52 and the LO behavior statements had a value of .76. The eight GO
attitude statements had a value of .62 and the GO behavior items had a value of .73 (Eison et al., 1983).
Using the LOGO II, Eison et al. established a typography of students that consisted of four groups: high
LO/high GO, high LO/low GO, low LO/high GO, and low LO/low GO. The high LO/high GO group were
determined to be motivated to learn and earn high grades and were often pre-professional students
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such as pre-med or pre-law. The second grouping, high LO/low GO were determined to have a focus of
personal growth and learning therefore grades were considered incidental. In the third grouping, low
LO/high GO, students were determined to be focused on the grade outcome. Students in the low
LO/high GO grouping were more likely to value whatever made getting a good grade easier. The last
group, low LO/low GO were determined to be challenging to classify and motivated by something other
than learning or grades (Eison et al., 1983).
A study by Beck et al. (1991), utilized the LOGO II to look at LO and class performance,
specifically college GPAs and test scores in a general psychology course. In the Beck et al. study, 110
undergraduate students participated. The authors correlated the questions for LO with the questions for
GO and confirmed higher LO scores were less grade oriented when compared to students with lower LO
scores. They then correlated LO with SAT scores, GPA, and mean psychology test scores and determined
there were no significant correlations. However, when looking at GO with SAT scores, GPA, and mean
psychology test scores there was a significant negative correlation (p <.01). Beck et al., stated the
negative correlation between GO and SAT scores indicated a focus on grades can actually impede
academic skills and that students with lower SAT scores believe they must be goal oriented in order to
avoid failing college. The authors went on to say that highly grade-oriented students are more likely to
restrict their studying to information they believe will be on the exam and are less likely to study all of
the information for the course. The authors also suggested future research to see if students with a high
goal orientation are more likely to have poor academic performance due to grading pressures.
Rettinger et al. (2004), also used the LOGO II and explored students’ motivation and cheating
behaviors. In this study, the extrinsic motivation, also known as goal orientation, was strongly correlated
with the students’ identifying a likelihood to cheat. This study was a 2x2 between subject design with
motivation and competence as the independent variables. Participants were asked to read a vignette
and then rate how the character in the vignette would behave and how the participants would behave.
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Data analysis revealed students who read a vignette that involved high GO were more likely to rate the
probability of cheating higher for both the character and themselves. In addition, analysis of student
responses indicated students who reported a likelihood to cheat in the vignette scenario were
associated with both a high HO scores and self-reported cheating behaviors.
It is clear there is a link between learning/goal orientation and the motivation behind academic
dishonesty. It is unclear which orientation students majoring in speech-language pathology will
demonstrate. Speech-language pathology programs require a high GPA to get into a master’s program
and as such are goal oriented, yet these same students are allied health pre-professionals which are
associated with learning orientation. It is unclear whether CD students will have a focus on learning to
best help their clients or succumb to goal orientation in the hopes of acceptance into graduate school.
Academic Integrity Among CSD Students Survey
To create the survey used for this study, the primary investigator combined elements from the
ICAI Student Survey and the complete LOGO-II Survey. The Academic Integrity among CSD Student
Survey consists of five sections (see Appendix B). The first section is Demographics and includes
questions regarding academic class standing, estimated GPA, and extra-curricular activities. The second
section is Academic Environment in which the participants were asked how frequently they observed
academically dishonest behaviors and their understanding of what constitutes cheating. The third
section is Specific Behaviors in which participants were asked to share how often they engaged in
particular behaviors and to rate the seriousness of each behavior. The fourth section includes the
motivational survey and questions from the LOGO-II. The final section of the survey consists of three
open-ended questions asking students to provide further information about their experiences with
academic dishonesty. A breakdown of the survey instrument providing the survey section, number of
questions, and the original source of questions is provided in Table 2.
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Table 2
Comparison of Survey Instrument with Original Sources, Questions, and Percent Matching
Survey Section

Questions

Source Survey Name

% Match with Source
Survey

Demographics

D1-D7

ICAI Student Survey

64%

Academic Environment

AE1-AE10

ICAI Student Survey

83%

Specific Behaviors

SB1-SB10

ICAI Student Survey

100%

Motivation

M1-M2

LOGO-II

100%

Open-ended questions

OE1-OE3

None

There are a few notable changes in the Academic Integrity among CSD Student Survey from the
ACAI Student Survey. The ACAI Student Survey included demographic questions such as gender, race,
marital status, and second majors. These were removed from the Academic Integrity among CSD
Student Survey since the overwhelming majority of SLPs are female with only 4% of SLPs reporting as
male (ASHA, 2021). In addition, the ACAI Student Survey asked questions asking participants to list their
major(s). These questions were adjusted to focus on SLP students. The academic environment section of
the ACAI Student Survey also asked about honor codes. These two questions were removed as not
relevant for this research.
In the Academic Integrity among CSD Student Survey participants were asked to rate their level
of agreement on questions using Likert-type scales. Some questions range from scores of 1 to 4, where 1
is “never” and 4 “not relevant” or 1 is “very unlikely” and 4 is “very likely” (see Table 3 for example).
Questions in other sections have scores of 1 to 5 where 1 is “strongly disagree” and 5 is “strongly agree.”
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Table 3
Example of a Section Three Question Depicting Likert-Type Scale
Question
How likely is it that

Response
Very Unlikely

Unlikely

Likely

Very Likely

you would report an incident
of cheating that you
observed?

o

o

o

o

the typical student at your
institution would report such
violations?

o

o

o

o

a student would report a close
friend?

o

o

o

o

Validity and Reliability. Both of the surveys used as models for this study were published
instruments and used in previous research. The reliability and correlation between sections of the
Academic Integrity Among CSD Students Survey was determined and Cronbach’s alpha (α) was
evaluated to demonstrate reliability of items and the scales measured. Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of
α=.05 was utilized throughout the study. For clarity purposes, the reliability for each construct is
reported within the construct description.
Specific Behavior. The survey was compiled into a series of constructs looking at frequency of
behavior, perception of severity of behavior, and learning/grade orientation. For example, the construct
of plagiarism behavior included questions SB2:1, SB2:7, SB2:8, SB2:12, and SB2:13 while the construct of
unauthorized collaboration behavior included questions SB1:2, SB1:3, SB1:13, SB1:14, SB1:15, and
SB2:11. See appendix C for a full list of constructs related to specific behaviors and the perceived
seriousness of those behaviors.
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Reliability analyses were conducted on each subscale and investigated using Cronbach’s alpha.
The majority of constructs, with the exception of the constructs of fabrication and buying papers, had
reasonably high to high reliability. The reliability of the construct of fabrication was lower indicating the
behaviors may not be as strongly related; however, there were no negative numbers in the inter-item
correlation matrix and removal of any of the items did not increase reliability. Therefore, to keep
continuity of the constructs for specific behaviors as well as for the seriousness of cheating behaviors,
the construct was deemed appropriate. See Table 4 for the frequency of the behaviors and the internal
consistency of each construct.

Table 4
Internal Reliability for Constructs of Academically Dishonest Behaviors
Constructs

M

SD

N of

Construct

items

α

Behavior of Plagiarism

5.5

0.8

5

.54

Behavior of Unauthorized Collaboration

7.7

1.8

6

.75

10.3

1.8

9

.76

Behavior of Fabrication

5.1

0.4

5

.46

Behavior of Using Unauthorized Technology

6.1

1.3

5

.70

Behavior of Buying Papers

2.0

0.0

2

.02

Behavior of Cheating on Tests/Exams

The reliability of the construct of buying papers was limited due to the number of items in the
scale as well as the correlation between the items. When analyzing these items, the behavior of turning
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in a paper from a “paper mill” and submitting a purchased paper obtained from a website was
extremely low (n =2). Therefore, the construct of buying papers was removed from future analyses.
Perceived Seriousness. In addition to being asked to self-identify specific behaviors, participants
were asked to identify the seriousness of each behavior. Participants were provided the same specific
behaviors, but asked to rate the seriousness as not cheating, trivial cheating, moderate cheating, or
serious cheating. When analyzing the constructs related to the seriousness of cheating behaviors, every
question was rated as cheating by approximately 90% of the participants with a range of 87.2 – 99.6.
This high percentage of agreement indicated the majority of students recognized the behavior as some
form of academic dishonesty although it may be rated as trivial. Therefore, only the percent of students
who reported perceiving the behavior as moderate to severe cheating behaviors was reported. Table 5
provides a breakdown of the internal consistency of the constructs related to the seriousness of
academically dishonest behaviors.

Table 5
Internal Reliability for Constructs of the Seriousness of Academically Dishonest Behaviors
Constructs

M

SD

N of

Construct

items

α

Seriousness of Plagiarism

16.0

2.9

5

.78

Seriousness of Unauthorized Collaboration

17.2

3.8

6

.84

Seriousness of Cheating on Tests/Exams

31.8

4.7

9

.90

Seriousness of Fabrication

17.0

2.6

5

.76

Seriousness of Using Unauthorized Technology

16.5

2.7

5

.82

7.7

0.9

2

.81

Seriousness of Buying Papers
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Reliability for all constructs was investigated using Cronbach’s alpha and determined to be
reasonably-high to highly reliable, including the constructs of seriousness of plagiarism, fabrication, and
buying papers.
Motivation. In the Academic Integrity among CSD Student Survey, the third section of the
survey explored the motivation behind engaging in academically dishonest behaviors. The LOGO-II, in its
entirety, was utilized for this section. Participants were asked to complete a series of questions to
determine if they were learning oriented or grade oriented. According to the LOGO-II Manual (Eison et
al., 1983), questions 1 – 8 in each section explore learning orientation and questions 9 – 16 explore
grade orientation. Each question was answered using a Likert-type scale of 1 – 5 where 1 was “strongly
disagree” and 5 was “strongly agree.” To analyze the results of the LOGO-II questions, the questions in
each section were separated into constructs and the scores from each section were added together to
determine participants level of orientation. As an example of the constructs, the questions that
comprise the first construct, learning attitudes – motivation are included in Table 6.
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Table 6
Questions Related to the Construct of Learning Orientation - Attitude
CONSTRUCT

CM1: Learning Orientation – Attitude
M1.1: Easy classes that are not pertinent to my educational goals generally bore me.
M1.2: I get annoyed when lectures or class presentations are only rehashes of easy reading
assignments.
M1.3: I enjoy classes in which the instructor attempts to relate material to concerns beyond
the classroom.
M1.4: I appreciate the instructor who provides honest and detailed evaluation of my work
through such evaluation is sometimes unpleasant.
M1.5: I am more concerned about seeing which questions I missed than I am with finding out
my test grade.
M1.6: I find the process of learning new material fun.
M1.7: A teacher’s comments on an essay test mean more to me than my actual test score.
M1.8: I prefer to write a term paper on interesting material than to take a test on the same
general topic.

In order to determine if students enrolled in communication disorders were more likely to be
learning oriented or goal oriented, it was necessary to determine what constituted a “high” level of
motivation. Therefore, a cut-score was calculated for each of the motivational constructs and used to
determine strength of orientation. If an individual answered each question in the construct with strongly
disagree, disagree, or neither, the score for that construct could be no more than 24 points (8 questions
x score of 3 or less). Therefore, it was determined a score of 24 or less would be considered a low score
and a score of 25 or higher would be considered a high score for that individual construct. Table 7
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provides a breakdown of the internal consistency of the constructs related to learning orientation and
goal orientation attitudes and behaviors.

Table 7
Internal Reliability for Constructs of the Motivation
Constructs

M

SD

N of

Construct

items

α

Learning Orientation – Attitude

30.5

3.9

8

.58

Learning Orientation – Behavior

20.5

5.6

8

.81

Learning Orientation - TOTAL

51.0

7.1

16

.71

Grade Orientation – Attitude

28.8

4.6

8

.66

Grade Orientation – Behavior

15.7

4.8

8

.71

Grade Orientation – TOTAL

44.5

7.6

16

.73

Although the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was lower than optimal for both the Learning Orientation –
Attitudes and Grade Orientation Attitudes, they were similar to the original reliability scores in the
LOGO-II. Eison et al. (1983) reported the LOGO-II instrument subscale for Learning Orientation –
Attitudes had a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .52 and the Grade Orientation – Attitude had a
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .62. Therefore, it was determined the reliability of the LOGO-II survey for
determining orientation among SLP students was consistent with the original survey.
Open-Ended Questions. In order to add depth to the survey and gain additional insight into
students’ perceptions of academic dishonesty, three open-ended questions were added to the survey.
The first question asked students to describe academic dishonesty. The second question, designed to
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explore the neutralizing attitudes related to cheating behaviors, asked students to describe an instance
where academic dishonesty was excusable. The final question sought to determine the effect
technology and remote learning had on academic dishonesty as the effect of remote learning was of
particular concern due to the recent increase of remote learning due to COVID-19.
Data Collection
Approval by the necessary Institutional Review Boards, the primary investigator’s place of
employment and the program institution, was obtained. The survey instrument was created using
Qualtrics and designed to collect all responses anonymously. The survey was expected to take 15 to 20
minutes to complete. Anticipated length of time for data collection was one month, with reminder
requests sent out at the three-week mark. Survey links were sent via email. The primary investigator
was the only individual with access to the data. All survey responses received were treated
confidentially and stored on a secure server at the University of North Dakota.
Data Preparation
Data preparation occurred once data were collected. To determine the number of times
students engaged in any of the specific cheating behaviors, a new variable was created that added all
the cheating behaviors of the participants. In order to avoid skewing the results, any “Not Relevant”
response in the specific behaviors section was coded as a missing data point and not included in the sum
of cheating behaviors. This sum of cheating variable was utilized in multiple regressions.
Data Analysis/Design
For this study, a quantitative survey design was used with three open-ended questions. Survey
results were analyzed using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS). Statistical analysis included
descriptive analysis (frequencies, mean, and standard deviation) for all survey questions. Individual
questions were compiled into a series of constructs looking at both frequency of behavior and
perception of severity of behavior.
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Multiple regressions were conducted to determine which factors contributed to cheating
behaviors. The participants’ knowledge of academic honesty policies and the time spent in
extracurricular activities were analyzed against the construct of the sum of cheating behaviors. Multiple
regression was also used to determine the contribution certain variables (e.g., motivation, perceived
disapproval) had on cheating behaviors. A level of significance (α) of 0.05 was utilized for data analysis.
The third section of the survey is comprised of the LOGO-II survey questions. These questions
were separated into four constructs. The construct of learning orientation – attitudes (LO-A) included
questions 34:1-34:8 and goal orientation – attitudes (GO-A) included questions 34:9-34:16. The
construct of Learning orientation – behavior (LO-B) included questions 34:17-34:24 and goal orientation
– behavior (GO-B) included questions 34:25-34:32. These constructs were analyzed for reliability. The
analysis for this section included the percentage of agreement for the various attitudes and behaviors,
and the frequency of orientation for CD students.
The final section of the survey included three open-ended questions related to participants’
perception of academic dishonesty. The purpose of these open-ended questions was to determine how
students defined academic dishonesty and to gain insight into their perceptions of academic dishonesty.
The answers to these questions were compiled, and using thematic analysis, significant statements were
grouped into categories. These categories were further analyzed to determine if there was a common
theme. This analysis provided information on the prevalence of neutralizing attitudes and allowed the
participants to share thoughts and opinions on the subject of academic dishonesty and ways faculty can
resolve the issue. Table 8 provides a list of the research questions, variables, and data analysis. See
Appendix B for the entire survey.
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Table 8
Research Questions and Data Analysis Matrix
Research Question 1: What is the frequency of academic dishonesty in undergraduate and graduate
level SLP students?
Variables: Specific Behaviors
Analysis: Descriptive statistics (frequency, mean, standard deviation, range),
Hypothesis: SLP students will have a greater frequency of plagiarism and unauthorized collaboration
than those behaviors perceived as more “serious” such as buying a paper.
Research Question 2: What factors contribute to cheating behaviors in which SLP students engage?
Variables: Knowledge of policies, Time spent on extracurricular activities; Disapproval of
friends/parents, Sum of specific behaviors
Analysis: Descriptive statistics (frequency, mean, standard deviation), multiple regressions against the
variables
Hypothesis: Time spent on extracurricular activities will have the greatest impact on cheating
behaviors.
Research Question 3: Are SLP students more likely to be learning oriented or grade oriented?
Variables: Constructs: LO-A, LO-B, GO-A, GO-B
Analysis: Descriptive Statistics
Hypothesis: CSD Students will have high learning orientation and grade orientation.
Research Question 4: Is there a difference in the specific cheating behaviors between SLP students
who are learning oriented and those who are grade oriented?
Variables: Constructs of LO-A, LO-B, GO-A, and GO-B; Constructs of specific cheating behaviors,
Analysis: t-Tests against the variables
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Hypothesis: There will be a difference in the cheating behaviors of learning orientated and gradeoriented students.
Research Question 5: What are the perceptions of cheating among SLP students?
Variables: open ended questions
Analysis: In-vivo coding for themes

Methodological Limitations
One major methodological limitation was that students often under-report when they are asked
to self-identify behaviors using surveys (Scott, 2016). This was resolved by providing a thorough
explanation of the behavior in question. A second limitation was that the students may have disagreed
with classifying a behavior as academically dishonest or rationalized and excused their behavior (Scott,
2016). This limitation was addressed by providing an open-ended section where students were able to
provide examples of when academic dishonesty was excusable. A third methodological limitation was
that the survey took 15 to 20 minutes to complete. While this was not an overly long period of time, it
may have caused individuals to simply select answers rather than thoughtfully providing answers or to
submit an incomplete survey. This limitation was addressed by allowing individuals to save and return at
a later date, by marking clear divisions within the survey, and by being able to sign up for a chance at the
incentive at the end of the survey.
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Chapter 4
Results
The purpose of this study was to explore the prevalence of and motivation for academic
dishonesty among individuals enrolled in degree programs for Communication Disorders,
Communication Sciences and Disorders, or Speech-Language Pathology. In addition, this study examined
the relationship between the motivation for academically dishonest behavior and the type of cheating
behavior in which a student engaged. This chapter provides the detailed results of the study in their
entirety. The following research questions guided this study:
1. What is the frequency of academic dishonesty in undergraduate and graduate level SLP
students?
2. What factors contribute to cheating behaviors in which SLP students engage?
3. Are SLP students more likely to be learning oriented or goal oriented?
4. Is there a difference in the specific cheating behaviors between SLP students who are learning
oriented and those who are grade oriented?
5. What are the perceptions of cheating among SLP Students?
Explanation of Data Analysis
The descriptive statistics, including frequencies, are provided for all pertinent questions. The
Probability of a Type I error was maintained at .05 for all analyses. All statistical analyses were
conducted using IBM SPSS Statistics.
Frequency of Specific Cheating Behaviors
To determine the frequency of academic dishonesty in undergraduate and graduate level
students enrolled in communication disorders, answers from the specific behaviors section of the survey
were compiled and a frequency analysis completed. Of the 248 participants, 65% (n = 160)
acknowledged they had witnessed cheating at the university level, yet only 8% (n = 20) reported the
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behavior. The most common self-disclosed cheating behavior, with 43% (n = 106) participating in it at
least once, was working on an assignment with others using digital means (e.g., email, text messaging,
or social media) when the instructor asked for individual work. This behavior was closely followed by
36% (n = 89) receiving requests to copy homework and 36% (n = 88) working on an assignment with
others in person when the instructor asked for individual work. The least common cheating behavior
was submitting a paper that was purchased or obtained from a website with only 0.8% (n = 2) reporting
that particular activity. The full table of frequency of cheating behaviors is located in Appendix D.
Perceived Seriousness of Cheating Behavior
In addition to being asked to self-identify specific behaviors, participants were asked to identify
the seriousness of each behavior. When the rating of trivial cheating was included in the analysis, every
question had close to 90% of the participants acknowledging each behavior as at least mild cheating.
Therefore, only the percent of students who reported perceiving the behavior as moderate to severe
cheating was used for analysis (see Appendix E for the full table of frequency of the perceived severity).
Copying material, almost word for word, was perceived by 98% (n = 242) as moderate to severe
cheating. Copying from another student during a test without their knowledge also received a high
seriousness rating from 98% of the participants, with 85% (n = 213) declaring it was serious cheating. It
is interesting to see, however, that 89% (n = 222) reported copying from another student during a test
with their knowledge was moderate to severe cheating. Even more noteworthy is that only 66% (n =
163) thought it was severe cheating, thus indicating a possible link between severity of cheating and
peer disapproval.
Determination of Frequency vs Seriousness
A review of the data indicated that many of the behaviors perceived as serious had a low
engagement rate. For instance, falsifying research data was perceived as high by 95% (n = 235) of the
participants while only 1% (n = 2) engaged in the behavior. However, 94% of the students recognized
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getting unpermitted help during a test was a serious issue and 15% of the same participants still
engaged in the behavior. Conversely, only 60% saw submitting the same paper in more than one course
as serious yet only 5% engaged in the behavior. Table 9 provides the comparison of the five behaviors
rated the most serious as well as the five behaviors rated least serious to compare behavior frequency
and specific behaviors (see Appendix F for the entire comparison table).

Table 9
Descriptive Statistics for the Seriousness and Frequency of Dishonest Behaviors

Perceived ModerateSevere Cheating
Constructs of Behavior

Engaged in Behavior at
Least Once

n

sd

%

n

sd

%

242

0.4

98.4

13

0.2

5.2

Copying from another student during a test
without their knowledge

242

0.5

97.6

6

0.2

2.4

Submitting a paper from a “paper mill” and
claiming it as your own

242

0.5

97.6

2

0.1

0.8

Fabricating or falsifying research data

235

0.6

94.8

2

0.1

0.9

Using digital technology to get unpermitted
help during a test

234

0.6

94.4

38

0.4

15.4

Receiving requests from another person to
copy your homework

156

1.1

62.9

89

0.5

35.9

Submitting the same paper in more than
one course without specific permission

149

1

60.1

20

0.3

5.1

Behaviors rated most serious
Copying material, almost word for word,
from any written source and turning it in as
your own work

Behaviors rated least serious
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Perceived ModerateSevere Cheating
Constructs of Behavior

Engaged in Behavior at
Least Once

n

sd

%

n

sd

%

Working on an assignment with others using
a digital means when instructor asked for
individual work

107

0.9

43.1

106

0.5

42.9

Working on an assignment with others using
a digital means when instructor asked for
individual work

107

0.9

43.1

106

0.5

42.9

Working on an assignment with others in
person when instructor asked for individual
work

103

0.8

41.5

88

0.5

35.8

Upon examination of the five behaviors rated most serious, it is clear there is a lower number of
students engaging in that behavior. However, there were still a larger number of students who used
unauthorized technology during exams even though the majority reported it to be serious. A similar
issue is evident when looking at the behaviors rated least serious. For the five behaviors rated least
serious nearly all of the behaviors had participation above 35% except submitting the same paper for
more than one class which had a low engagement rating.
When reviewing the frequency of behaviors, the information shifts slightly. The most commonly
engaged behavior, at 43% (n = 106) with 43% (n = 107) stating the behavior was moderate to severe
cheating, was unauthorized collaboration using digital means. The least common behavior at 1% (n = 2)
was falsifying research data. Table 10 provides a list of the five behaviors with the highest engagement
(see Appendix F for the full table).
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Table 10
Descriptive Statistics for Seriousness of the Five Most Frequent Dishonest Behaviors
Perceived ModerateSevere Cheating
Constructs of Behavior
Behaviors most frequently occurring
Working on an assignment with others using
a digital means when instructor asked for
individual work

n

sd

%

Engaged in Behavior at
Least Once
n

sd

%

107

0.9

43.1

106

0.5

42.9

Receiving requests from another person to
copy your homework

156

1.1

62.9

89

0.5

35.9

Working on an assignment with others in
person when instructor asked for individual
work

103

0.8

41.5

88

0.5

35.8

Receiving unpermitted help on an
assignment

171

0.8

69.0

65

0.4

26.5

Paraphrasing or copying a few sentences
from a book, magazine, or journal without
citing them in a paper you submitted

167

0.9

67.3

65

0.4

26.3

Three of the behaviors with the highest engagement were also among the five with the lowest
severity rating. These three behaviors were all related to unauthorized collaboration. At first glance, it
would appear that a high seriousness rating resulted in a low engagement rating. Unfortunately, several
questions related to cheating on exams had a high severity rating and a high engagement rating. For
instance, 92% (n = 229) of participants recognized using an electronic device to get help on an exam was
serious, yet 26% (n = 65) admitted they had engaged in the behavior at least once. The seriousness of
the behavior is not enough to determine engagement as evidenced by the higher acceptance yet lower
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engagement of submitting the same paper in more than one class and the low acceptance yet higher
engagement of receiving digital help on exams.
Rejected H1: CSD students will have a greater frequency of plagiarism and unauthorized
collaboration than those behaviors perceived as more serious.

Contributing Factors
In order to understand which factors contribute to cheating behaviors, participants were asked
questions relating to time spent in extra-curricular activities such as working, caring for a family
member, athletics, and clubs. Participants were also asked about their knowledge of academic integrity
policies and their perceived disapproval from friends or family. Descriptive statistics as well as a series of
multiple regressions were completed. Preliminary analyses were conducted to ensure no violation of the
assumptions of normality, linearity, and multicollinearity for each regression.
Academic Level vs Time Spent on Extracurricular Activities
To determine if extra-curricular activities played a role in academically dishonest behaviors,
participants were asked to disclose how much time they spent away from academics. These questions
included identifying how much time was spent in paid employment, caring for a dependent or family
member, time spent with various clubs/groups, and time spent in athletics. The majority of participants
responded “NA” or not applicable for all areas except paid employment. For the area of paid
employment, the breakdown was more diverse with 1-10 hours of paid employment selected the most
(n = 82, 33%), closely followed by 11 – 20 hours (n = 57, 23%). A breakdown of the time spent away from
academics for employment, care of a dependent, and extracurricular activities is in Table 11.
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Table 11
Frequency and Percentages of Time Spent Away from Academics
Hours spent
Activity

40+
n

31 – 40
%

n

21 – 30

%

11 – 20

1-10

%

n

%

n

27 10.9

57

23.0

n

NA
%

82 33.1

n

%

Paid Employment

11 4.4

14 5.6

57 23.0

Caring for a family
member

9 3.6

2 0.8

4

1.3

9

3.6

34 13.7 189 76.5

Athletics

-

-

1 0.4

5

2.0

10

4.0

48 19.4 183 73.8

Social
Fraternity/Sorority Club

-

-

-

-

-

-

2

0.8

16

Academic Club

-

-

-

-

1

0.4

6

2.4

91 36.7 150 60.5

Student Government

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

7

2.8 241 97.2

Traveling Non-athletic
Organization

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

18

7.3 228 91.9

Other

3 1.3

-

-

3

1.3

26

10.5

6.5 230 92.7

81 32.7 121 51.7

A multiple regression was utilized to determine if extra-curricular activities was a predictor for
academic dishonesty with the sum of cheating behaviors as the dependent variable and the difference
between undergraduate and graduate students and the sum of time spent on extracurricular activities
as the independent variables. The Pearson correlation between sum of cheating behaviors and
undergraduate/graduate level was r(248) = -0.05, p > .05. The Pearson correlation between sum of
cheating behaviors and sum of extracurricular activities was r(248) = -0.13, p < .05. Collinearity
tolerance values for both variables were .98 while VIF values for these two variables were also at 1.0
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indicating that there was no violation of the collinearity assumption (Pallant, 2016). There were four
cases where the predicted value did not match residual value; however, the maximum value for Cook’s
distance was .17 which suggests no major problems (Pallant, 2016).
The model of academic level of participants and the time spent on extracurricular activities,
accounted for 1.7% of the variance in the sum of cheating behaviors, R squared = .02, F(2, 245) = 2.13, p
>.05. Time spent on extracurricular activities made the largest unique contribution (β = -.12, p > .05)
compared to academic level (β =-.04, p > .05). Neither academic level nor time spent on extracurricular
activities had a significant impact on the sum of academic dishonesty.
Academic Honesty Policy Knowledge
For questions related to the academic integrity policy at their institution of higher education, an
overwhelming 97% (n = 238) reported they knew about the policy, 60% (n = 150) said they “learned a
lot” about the academic honesty policy from faculty through discussion in class, the course syllabi, or
course outline. A breakdown of where students learned about their institution’s academic honesty
policies is listed in Table 12.
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Table 12
Descriptive Statistics for the Location of Learning About Academic Honesty Policy
Location of Policy

Little or nothing

Some

A lot

n

%

n

%

n

%

45

18.4

134

54.7

66

26.9

0.7

100

41.0

121

49.6

23

9.4

0.6

Student Handbook

65

28.7

109

44.7

70

26.6

0.7

Program Counselor/Advisor

89

36.5

95

38.9

60

24.6

0.8

125

51.4

83

34.2

35

14.4

0.7

10

4.0

87

35.2

150

60.7

0.6

Teaching Assistant

163

67.1

63

25.9

17

7.0

0.6

Dean or Other Administrator

167

68.7

61

25.1

15

6.2

0.6

1st Year Orientation
Campus Website

Other Students
Faculty

SD

Analyses of the data revealed the majority of students received their knowledge about the institution’s
academic dishonesty policy from faculty.
Academic Honesty Policy Perception
To determine if the severity of the academic policy had an effect on a student’s decision to
engage in academically dishonest behaviors, frequency analyses of the perception of severity and
support and a multiple regression were conducted. Table 13 provides the frequency analyses.
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Table 13
Descriptive Statistics of the Perception of the Academic Honesty Policy
Perception of Policy

Very High
n

High

Average

Low

Very Low

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

SD

Severity of Penalty

70 28.2

76

30.6

90

36.3

12

4.8

-

-

0.9

Student Understanding

34 13.7

72

29.0

110

44.4

26

10.5

6

2.4

0.9

Faculty Understanding

78 31.5

98

39.5

66

26.6

6

2.4

-

-

0.8

Student Support

22

8.9

67

27.1

125

50.6

31

12.5

2

0.8

0.8

Faculty Support

67 27.1

95

38.5

73

29.6

12

4.9

-

-

0.9

Effectiveness

32 13.0

66

26.7

113

45.7

28

11.3

8

3.2

0.9

The majority of participants reported average understanding of and support for the academic
dishonesty policies of their university. Participants also were split on the level of faculty support and
effectiveness. For this multiple regression, the sum of cheating behaviors was the dependent variable
with the severity of penalty and understanding of the policy as the independent variables.
The correlations between sum of cheating behaviors and severity of penalty was r(248) = -.16, p
< .05. The correlation for sum of cheating behaviors and knowledge of the honesty policy was r(248) = .09, p >.05. Although the negative correlation between severity of penalty and sum of cheating
behaviors indicated fewer cheating behaviors if the penalty was high, the correlation was not
statistically significant. These low correlation scores indicate these variables are not related to the sum
of cheating behaviors. There was a positive correlation between the severity of the penalty and the
knowledge of the policy was r(248) = .38, p < .001 indicating there was a statistically significant
relationship between those two variables. This positive correlation indicates students with knowledge of
the honesty policy tended to be view the penalty as severe. Collinearity tolerance values were deemed
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acceptable with tolerance values of .86 and VIF values of 1.16 for both variables. In three cases the
predicted value did not match residual value; however, the maximum value for Cook’s distance was .29
which suggests no major problems (Pallant, 2016).
This model of knowledge of policy and severity of policy accounted for 3% of the variance in the
sum of cheating behaviors, R squared = .03, F(2,245) = 3.22, p < .05. The severity of penalty accounted
for 14% (β = -.14, p < .05). The knowledge of policy accounted for only 4% (β = -.04, p > .05). These
results indicate the perceived severity of the penalty had the largest contribution of these variables,
however, the overall contribution to the variance of cheating behaviors was relatively small at only 3%.
Disapproval of Friend, Classmate, or Parent
To determine if the disapproval of a friend, parent, or classmate had an effect on cheating
behaviors, participants were asked to rate how strongly someone would disapprove if they knew
cheating had occurred. Parent disapproval ranked highest with 60% (n = 147) meaning parents would
very strongly disapprove if they knew the student had cheated. Table 14 provides the full breakdown of
disapproval.

Table 14
Descriptive Statistics for Disapproval of Parents, Friends, and Classmates
How Strongly Would
They Disapprove

Very
Strong
n

Fairly
Strongly

Not Very
Strongly

Not at All

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

147 60.2

67

27.5

19

7.8

11

4.5

0.8

Close Friend

38 15.5

77

31.0

86

34.7

44

17.7

0.9

Classmate

31 12.7

84

34.4

105

43.0

24

9.8

0.8

Parent

SD
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Using the sum of cheating behaviors as the dependent variable and the perceived disapproval of
a friend, classmate, or parent a multiple regression was performed to determine if disapproval was a
predictor for dishonest behavior. The correlation between sum of cheating behaviors and the
disapproval of a close friend was r(245) = .43, p < .001, while the correlation between sum of cheating
behaviors and disapproval of a classmate was r(244) = .33, p < .001. The correlation between sum of
cheating behaviors and parent disapproval was r(244) = .36, p < .001. The correlation between
disapproval of a close friend and disapproval of a parent was r(244) = .52, p < .001. The correlation
between friend disapproval and classmate disapproval was r(244) = .61, p < .001. Finally, the correlation
between classmate disapproval and parent disapproval was r(244) = .45, p < .001. Each of these
variables, parent disapproval, close friend disapproval, and classmate disapproval indicated a
statistically significant relationship with the dependent variable of cheating behaviors and with each
other.
To determine if there was a relationship between perceived disapproval and cheating behaviors,
a multiple regression was performed. The dependent variable was the sum of cheating behaviors and
independent variables were the disapproval of a close friend, disapproval of parents, and disapproval of
a classmate. Collinearity tolerance values were determined with all three variables receiving scores
above .10 (range = .55 - .70). VIF values were also determined to be well within acceptable collinearity
limits with all scores below 10.0 (range = 1.4 – 1.81). There were four cases where the predicted value
did not match residual value; however, the maximum value for Cook’s distance was .38 which suggests
no major problems (Pallant, 2016).
In this model, the disapproval of a close friend, parent, and classmate accounted for 22% of the
variance in the sum of cheating behaviors, R squared = .22, F(3.240) = 21.9, p < .001. Disapproval of a
close friend made the largest contribution and accounted for 31% (β = .31, p < .001). Disapproval of a
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parent accounted for 17% (β = .17, p < .05). However, the disapproval of a classmate accounted for only
6% (β = .06, p >.05).
Learning Orientation vs Grade Orientation
The next step in determining which contributing factors predicted academic behavior was to
explore motivation. As evidenced in Chapter 3, SLP students are frequently both leaning and grade
oriented. Therefore, a multiple regression was conducted to determine how strongly orientation was
linked to academic dishonesty.
The correlations between sum of cheating behaviors and learning orientation was r(248) = -.16,
p < .001 and between grade orientation was r(248) = .37, p < .001. The correlation between learning
orientation and grade orientation was r(248) = -.12, p > .05. These correlations suggest a moderate
correlation between grade orientation and the sum of cheating behaviors. Learning orientation had a
small negative correlation with both the sum of cheating behaviors and grade orientation. Collinearity
tolerance values for both variables were .99 which is well above the minimal level, and VIF values were
1.01 which were well below the 10.0 level, indicating collinearity assumptions were met. There were
four cases where the predicted value did not match residual value; however, maximum Cook’s Distance
was .09 which was well below the level suggesting a problem.
This model accounted for 15% of the variance in the sum of cheating behaviors, R squared = .15,
F(2, 245) = 22.18, p < .001. Learning orientation accounted for 12% (β = -.12, p <.05). Grade orientation
accounted for 36% (β = .36, p < .001). The data clearly supports grade orientation had the largest
contribution to cheating behaviors.
Orientation, Disapproval, and Severity
A final regression was completed to explore the relationship between the dependent variable of
sum of cheating behaviors with the independent variables of grade orientation, disapproval of a friend,
disapproval of a parent, and the severity of penalties. The correlations between the sum of cheating
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behaviors and grade orientation was r(248) = .37, p < .001. The correlation between cheating behaviors
and disapproval of a close friend was r(245) = .43, p < .001, while disapproval of a parent was r(244) =
.36, p < .001. The correlation between cheating behaviors and severity of penalties was r(248) = -.16, p <
.05. The correlations between all variables can be found in Table 15.

Table 15
Correlations between the Dependent and Independent Variables
Variable

*

n

M

SD

1

2

3

1. Sum of Cheating Behaviors

248

5.61

6.67

-

2. Sum of Grade Orientation

248

44.16

8.26

.37**

-

3. Disapproval of a Close Friend

245

2.56

0.96

.43**

.28**

-

4. Disapproval of Parents

244

1.57

0.82

.36**

.13*

.52**

5. Severity of Penalties

248

3.82

0.90

.02

-.07

-.16*

4

5

-.12

-

p<.05 (2 tailed) **p<.01 (2-tailed)

Collinearity tolerance levels were met with each variable (range .69 - .98) and VIF values were lower
than 10 (range 1.01 – 1.44) for all variables. These results indicate no violation of the collinearity
assumption. There were four cases where the predicted value did not match residual value; however,
maximum Cook’s Distance was .39 which was well below the level suggesting a problem.
This final regression model accounted for 30% of the variance in the sum of cheating behaviors,
R squared = .30, F(4, 239) = 25.35, p < .001. Grade orientation accounted for the greatest variation with
28% (β = .28, p < .001). The disapproval of a close friend ranked second with 26% (β = .27, p < .001). The
disapproval of a parent accounted for 17% (β = .17, p < .05). The severity of penalty accounted for 12%
(β = -.12, p < .05).
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Results of this regression analysis indicate grade orientation is a significant predictor for
academic dishonesty. The disapproval of a close friend is also a significant predictor. Although both the
disapproval of parents and the severity of penalty are significant predictors, they carry less of a
contribution to academic dishonesty than the other two variables.
Determination of Factors Contributing to Cheating Behaviors
To answer the second research question, and determine which factors contribute to cheating
behaviors, an analysis of the regressions to determine the strongest predictor variables was conducted.
The disapproval of a friend, classmate, or parent contributed to 22% of the total variance with the
disapproval of a friend the strongest predictor. Learning orientation and grade orientation accounted for
15% of the variance with grade orientation the strongest predictor. The understanding of academic
honesty policies and the severity of those policies accounted for 3% of the variance with the severity of
penalty accounted for the majority of that variance. Time spent on extracurricular activities contributed
to less than 2% of the variance in the sum of cheating behaviors. The final regression explored the sum
of cheating behaviors with grade orientation, disapproval of a friend, disapproval of a parent, and the
severity of penalties and accounted for 30% of the variance of cheating behaviors. Of the independent
variables, grade orientation accounted for 28% of the variance while disapproval of a close friend
accounted for 26%. Figure 3 provides the connections between the contributing factors to cheating
behaviors and the three discussed theories.
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Figure 3
The Connection Between Contributing Factors and Discussed Theories

Rejected H2: Extracurricular activities will have the greatest impact on cheating behaviors.

Motivation
The third research question asked if students enrolled in communication disorders were more
likely to be learning oriented or grade oriented. Participants were asked to complete a series of
questions to determine the degree of learning/grade orientation. To analyze the results of the LOGO-II
questions, the questions in each section were separated into constructs and the scores from each
section were added together to determine participants level of orientation. The Likert-type scores
ranged from 1 for “strongly disagree” to 5 for “Strongly agree.” The scores for each construct were
added to create a composite score. Scores above 25, out of a possible 40, indicate a higher than neutral
rating within the construct.
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Comparing learning orientation and grade orientation attitudes, students scored high in both
areas with 98% (n = 242) scoring at least 25 (out of 40) points for learning orientation and 94% (n = 231)
scoring at least 25 points for grade orientation. This is consistent with the Eison et al. (1983) statement
that medical professionals are both learning and grade oriented. The behavior subscales were notably
lower with 42% (n = 103) earning a score of 25 or higher for learning orientation behavior and only 12%
(n = 30) scoring at 25 or higher for grade orientation behavior. The lower behavior rating suggests that
while students may have grade-oriented attitudes, they do not necessarily have grade-oriented
behaviors. When looking at total scores, 59% (n = 147) scored high enough to be considered learning
oriented while only 29% (n = 73) scored high enough to be considered grade oriented.
Reject H3: CSD Students will be equally learning oriented and goal oriented.

Motivation and Specific Behaviors
The fourth research question asked if there was a difference in the specific cheating behaviors
between students who are learning oriented and those who are grade oriented. To answer that
question, an independent samples t-test (two-tailed) with the Levene’s test for equal variances, was
conducted to determine motivational impact on an individual’s decision to engage in specific behaviors.
When the assumption of equal variances was violated, results from the Welch’s t, or equal variances not
assumed results were used.
For the overall sum of cheating behaviors there was a significant difference in cheating behavior
for students who scored low in grade orientation (M = 4.48, SD 5.58) and those who scored high in grade
orientation (M = 8.26. SD = 8.21; t(99.09) = -3.58, p < .001, two-tailed). The magnitude of differences in
the means (mean difference = -3.78, 95% CI: -5.879 to -1.689) was moderate (Cohen’s d = 0.55). The ttests for all but two of the outcomes were statistically significant with most having medium effect size.
Table 16 displays the t-test results for all of the constructs and grade orientation.
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Table 16
Results of t-Test of Constructs of Cheating Behavior and Grade Orientation
Constructs of
Cheating Behavior

Low – Grade
Orientation
M
SD

High – Grade
Orientation
M
SD

t

df

p

Cohen’s
d

Sum of Cheating
Behaviors

4.48

5.58

8.26

8.21

-3.58

99.09

<.001

.54

Fabrication

0.05

0.23

0.07

0.16

-0.72

245.00

>.05

.10

Unauthorized
Collaboration

0.36

0.46

0.63

0.54

-3.68a 114.04a

<.001

.54

Cheating on Exam

0.16

0.26

0.32

0.41

-2.97a

95.16a

<.001

.47

Unauthorized
Technology

0.27

0.40

0.49

0.49

-3.30a 112.24a

<.001

.49

Buying Papers

0.01

0.05

0.02

0.12

-0.95a

80.85a

>.05

.03

Plagiarism
0.10
0.20
0.20
0.30
-2.48a
Note: aThe t and df were adjusted because variances were not equal

99.19a

<.05

.39

A similar set of t-tests were conducted for the constructs of specific behavior and students who
scored as either high or low learning orientated. For the overall sum of cheating behaviors there was a
significant difference between individuals who scored low in learning orientation (M = 6.98, SD = 7.77)
and those who scored high in learning orientation (M = 4.63, SD 5.64; t(168.12) = 2.60, p < .05, two
tailed). The magnitude of differences in the means (mean difference = 2.35, 95% CI: .560 to 4.134) was
moderately small (Cohen’s d = 0.35). The t-tests for all of the outcomes are shown in Table 17.
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Table 17
Results of t-Test of Constructs of Cheating Behavior and Learning Orientation
Constructs of Cheating
Behavior

Low – Learning
Orientation
M
SD

High – Learning
Orientation
M
SD

Sum of Cheating
Behaviors

6.98

7.77

4.63

5.64

Fabrication

.06

.24

.05

Unauthorized
Collaboration

.53

.53

Cheating on Exam

.26

Unauthorized
Technology
Buying Papers

t

df

p

Cohen’s
d

2.59a 168.12a

<.05

.35

.19

0.63

245

>.05

.05

.38

.47

2.48

245

<.05

.30

.37

.17

.28

2.03a 170.25a

<.05

.27

.41

.49

.29

.39

2.12

<.05

.27

.02

.12

.00

.04

1.32a 114.66a

>.05

.22

Plagiarism
.18
.30
.09
.18
2.65a 145.42a
Note: aThe t and df were adjusted because variances were not equal

<.05

.36

245

The t-tests for all but two of the constructs were statistically significant; however, the effect size
ranged from small to very small indicating that strength of learning orientation had a marginal to small
effect on the outcomes of specific cheating behaviors.
Determination of Motivation and Specific Behaviors
Motivation, in the form of learning orientation or grade orientation, had an impact on specific
cheating behaviors. Five out of the six cheating behavior constructs had a statistically significant
difference between students who were high grade orientated as opposed to those who were low grade
oriented. There was also a statistically significant difference, with a moderate effect size, between grade
orientation and the total sum of cheating behaviors.
Learning orientation also had a statistically significant impact on many of the specific cheating
behaviors. Again, five out of six of the specific behavior constructs had a statistically significant
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difference between students who were low learning oriented as opposed to those who were high
learning oriented. However, although statistically significant, there was a smaller effect size. For the sum
of cheating behaviors and learning orientation, there was a statistically significant difference and a
slightly higher, yet still small effective size. It is clear, students with a high-grade orientation are more
likely to engage in academically dishonest behaviors.
Accept H4: There will be a difference in the cheating behaviors of learning orientated and gradeoriented students.

Perceptions of Cheating
To determine the perceptions of cheating within the field of Communication Sciences and
Disorders, three open-ended questions were asked. The open-ended questions generated a variety of
responses related to academic dishonesty. Answers were compiled and analyzed for common themes.
There were 200 responses to the open-ended questions.
Describe Academic Dishonesty
The first question asked participants to describe academic dishonesty. The greatest number of
participants (n = 57) described it as false knowledge, or misrepresenting knowledge. A second common
theme was that academic dishonesty was intentional bad behavior (n = 36). Interestingly, a number of
people (n = 29) commented that using unauthorized outside resources, or unauthorized collaboration,
was also academically dishonest. Unfortunately, no single theme emerged to describe academic
dishonesty. The four major themes were misrepresentation of knowledge, intentional bad behavior,
cheating, and unauthorized collaboration. Although cheating could be included in “bad behavior” there
were enough individuals (n = 33) using the specific word “cheating” in the definition, it was appropriate
to include as a theme. Table 18 provides a sample of the themes associated with describing academic
dishonesty.
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Table 18
Thematic Analysis Describing Academic Dishonesty
Statement

Doing what is explicitly wrong
A low thing to do
Lying and stealing
An unmoral act
Anything you wouldn’t do in
front of your professor
Knowing it is not allowed
Looking for ways around
Purposely cheating

Claiming work as your own
Cheating
Any form of cheating
Failure to comply with testing
procedures

Using someone else’s work
Misrepresenting understanding
Not your knowledge
Haven’t learned the material
Not your hard work
Falsely claiming academic work

Using outside resources
Not doing the work yourself
Receiving unpermitted help
Using unsanctioned tools
Using resources not permitted
Lying about the sources used
Using any outside means

Category

Theme

bad behavior
(n = 36)

Academic dishonesty is a form
of intentional bad behavior

Cheating
(n = 33)

Academic dishonesty is anytime
an individual cheats.

False knowledge
(n = 57)

Unauthorized collaboration
(n = 29)

Academic dishonesty occurs
when an individual uses
someone else’s work and
misrepresents their own
knowledge.

Academic dishonesty occurs
when an individual uses outside
resources that are not
permitted

The most common theme for the definition of academic dishonesty was that of false knowledge that
occurs when an individual misrepresents someone else’s work as their own.
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Neutralizing Attitudes
The second open ended question asked participants to provide a situation when a moment of
academic dishonesty was acceptable. The purpose of this question was to determine how neutralizing
attitudes manifested for these participants. Of the 200 responses, 26% (n = 53) placed blame on the
instructor by stating it was acceptable or understandable to be dishonest if the instructor was uncaring,
a poor teacher, or not using some sort of a proctoring method. For instance, one participant stated, “if
the teacher never changes the test – that’s on them” while another participant declared, “if professors
do not use a lockdown browser for a test” as an acceptable reason to be academically dishonest.
A second neutralizing attitude was that collaboration should be acceptable. Participants stated
working with another individual helped them understand the assignment and understand the material
better. One individual stated collaborating with peers was not academically dishonest as “I am going to
be working with other professionals for my profession.” Yet another said it was okay to engage in
unauthorized collaboration because “asking for help from friends is okay as long as it isn’t a habit.”
Supplementing grades, passing the class, and gaining an academic advantage were all cited as
acceptable reasons to engage in academic dishonesty. It was interesting to note that although 17
individuals defined academic dishonesty as some way to enhance grades, there were only five responses
that claimed cheating for the grade was acceptable. One participant explicitly stated they knew many
students who cheated because of the competitive nature of graduate school.
Although relatively few participants specifically stated grades as an excuse for cheating, there
were several (n = 14) who cited some type of stress as the neutralizing attitude. These excuses included
things such as using notes because they knew their peers were, when there was a major life event and
the professor was not understanding, or when someone’s mental health was at stake. Only three
individuals specifically cited the COVID-19 pandemic as an excuse. Table 19 provides a breakdown of the
neutralizing attitudes.

83
Table 19
Thematic Analysis Describing Neutralizing Attitudes
Statement
Professor tries to fail students
Professor is unfair
Doesn’t assess learning
Irrelevant Information
No lockdown browser used
All other tests are open book
Faculty aren’t compassionate
Faculty doesn’t understand
Faculty doesn’t talk about
cheating

Never necessary or excusable
Shouldn’t be excusable
It never is
None

Brainstorming ideas with peers
When I don’t understand
When working with friends
On homework assignments
Sharing non-specific exam info
If you’re unsure about work
When using the internet
In a pinch
On take-home exams

When I’m in danger of failing
Due to the pandemic
When my peers are cheating
If I’ve been sick
Mental health
When I work full-time
If a student is going to fail class
Because of the competitive
nature of grad school

Category

Theme

Faculty Fault
(n = 53)

It is okay to cheat if the
professor is to blame.

Never
(n = 43)

It is never okay to cheat

Collaboration
(n = 38)

It is okay to cheat on
assignments and when working
with friends

Stress and grades
(n = 19)

It’s okay to cheat if I’m under
stress.
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The most common theme for neutralizing attitudes was that it is acceptable to cheat when the
professor is at fault. The professor could be at fault for a variety of reasons such as being unfair,
teaching irrelevant information, or simply not using a lockdown browser. In addition, when looking at
the significant statements for the theme of Collaboration, there are many elements that could infer
some blame for the professor such as “on take-home exams,” “when I don’t understand,” and “on
homework assignments.”
Technology and Remote Learning
The final open-ended question explored the perceived effect remote learning, a common
occurrence due to the COVID-19 pandemic of 2020, had on academic dishonesty. Two common themes
emerged from the answers provided with this question. First, over half (n = 103) of the participants
stated that remote learning made it easier to engage in academic dishonesty, particularly if tests and
exams are not proctored. Several participants stated it was not only easier to cheat, but it was also more
tempting to cheat since the answer is “literally a fingertip away” as one participant eloquently stated.
The second theme that emerged was the perception that remote learning increased academic
dishonesty. These participants (n = 59) stated students had more opportunity to cheat and that since it
was more difficult to ask questions due to the remote structure of the class students simply looked up
information during exams. Interestingly, a few participants (n = 13) also shared that it was more feasible
to cheat with remote learning, that there was less likelihood of getting caught and that it was more
“acceptable.” Table 20 provides the thematic analysis of the perception of technology and remote
learning.
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Table 20
Thematic Analysis of the Effect of Technology and Remote Learning
Statement

Category

Theme

Easier to access information
When it’s not proctored
Various means of cheating
More accessible
Put answers on websites
Searching for answers is easy
Now have the resources
No lockdown browser
Easy to access online during
exam
Harder to prove
Can find entire tests/answers
online
Made it difficult not to cheat
I feel enabled by technology
Easy to look up exam answers
Students talk about tests while
taking them online

Ease of cheating
(n = 103)

It is easier to cheat online.

It’s a given for online learning
Everyone looks up the answers
Increased dishonesty
Increased temptation
Harder to maintain integrity
More tempting to try
More prevalent because you
hide behind a screen
Easy to click on a tab

Increased cheating
(n = 59)

Cheating has increased online.

Profs don’t use lockdown
can’t get caught
No one checking
Easier to cheat undetected
impossible to regulate
Get away with more
Remote learning is harder, so
it’s justified

Feasibility of cheating
(n = 13)

Cheating is more feasible
online.
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The perception that it is easier to cheat using technology, particularly with remote learning, was the
most common theme for this last question. Technology has made it not only easier to cheat but has also
made it harder to detect.
Summary of the Perceptions of Cheating
Although there are many students who continue to demonstrate that cheating is never
acceptable, there are many for whom neutralizing behaviors make it justifiable. The predominate theme
for the description of academic dishonesty was a misrepresentation of knowledge and intentionally bad
behavior. The predominate theme for neutralizing attitudes was that the students’ cheating behavior
was the result of the professors’ actions, thereby eliminating the responsibility of the behavior. Even the
theme that collaboration should be acceptable shifts the blame on the instructor for not allowing the
collaboration. Of the three questions, the themes that emerged from the final question of technology
and remote learning were the clearest. Students believe that technology and remote teaching not only
make it easier to cheat, but also increase the occurrence of cheating.
Overall, the themes from the open-ended questions align with the constructs of specific
behaviors from the survey. For instance, the construct of plagiarism can be aligned with the definition of
academic dishonesty themes of misrepresentation of knowledge and intentional bad behavior. The
construct of unauthorized collaboration can be aligned with the themes of intentional bad behavior and,
obviously, unauthorized collaboration, whereas the construct of cheating on tests/exams would align
with the themes of misrepresentation of knowledge, intentional bad behavior, and cheating. The
alignment of themes to constructs demonstrates that the participants understood the cheating
behaviors as presented in the survey.
The open-ended question regarding technology and remote learning, also demonstrate a clear
understanding of the cheating behaviors. Responses to this question demonstrated the participants
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know using unauthorized technology is academically dishonest. For instance, when participants
responded that they can find entire tests and answers online or that it is hard to not cheat when taking a
test online, they clearly understand the behavior is cheating.
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Chapter 5
Discussion, Limitations, and Recommendations
Academic dishonesty is a common problem that has the potential for lasting effects in the
workforce (Aaron & Roche, 2013; McCabe, 2009; McCabe et al., 2012; Nonis & Swift, 2001; Sims, 1993).
The purpose of this quantitative study was to explore the prevalence of, and motivation for, academic
dishonesty among individuals enrolled in programs leading to the profession of speech-language
pathology. This chapter summarizes and discusses major findings in the study, the implications for
practice, and recommendations for future research.
Review of the Problem
Academic dishonesty remains a pervasive problem within higher education despite years of
research (Bowers, 1964; McCabe, 2009; Rettinger, 2017). In 1964, Bowers reported 66% of
undergraduate business majors engaged in cheating behaviors. McCabe (1997) found 84% of business
students had at least one episode of academic dishonesty. Other majors, including nursing, also have a
high rate of academic dishonesty (McCabe, 2009); however, there have been no studies to date that
determine the frequency of academic dishonesty among students majoring in communication sciences
and disorders.
In addition to determining the frequency of academically dishonest behaviors, a review of the
literature clearly reveals that students are engaging in academic dishonesty for a myriad of reasons.
Researchers have stated students engage in cheating behavior in order to maintain grades, remain
competitive among peers, and at times, simply because they were unaware that they were cheating
(Anderman & Koenka, 2017; Simkin & McLeod, 2010). One factor that has been presented is that
students and faculty had different ideas of what constituted cheating behavior. Watson et al. (2014)
reported students were simply unaware that unauthorized collaboration and using unauthorized
technology a serious breach of academic integrity. Identifying the motivation behind student behavior
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and determining what students perceive as serious cheating behaviors are important steps toward
reaching a common understanding among faculty and students and reducing academic dishonesty.
Reducing the frequency of academic dishonesty is an important goal, particularly when the
repercussions of cheating behavior among healthcare professionals. McCabe et al. (2012) revealed 50%
of nursing students engaged in academic dishonesty and brought to light the concern that this
deception generates. When students in healthcare cheat their way through school, they may not have
the knowledge necessary to care for their patients. For students in communication sciences and
disorders programs, that lack of knowledge caused by cheating results in problems for vulnerable
clients.
While there has been research generated on some fields within the healthcare setting, there has
been no research to date on the academic integrity of students in communication sciences and
disorders. Identifying the frequency of, motivation behind, and perception of cheating amongst this
group of students may provide insight into ways to effectively reduce the cheating behaviors among
these students.
Review of the Purpose Statement
The purpose of this quantitative study was to explore the prevalence of, and motivation behind,
academic dishonesty among individuals enrolled in academic programs leading to a degree in SpeechLanguage Pathology. This study sought to ascertain if speech-language pathology students were more
likely to be learning oriented or grade oriented and what relationship that orientation had on cheating
behaviors. In addition, the study sought to determine the frequency of cheating behaviors along with
the perceived seriousness of those behaviors and the contributing factors which played a role in the
decision to engage in academically dishonest behaviors. Finally, this study gathered qualitative
information regarding the definition of academic dishonesty, the perception that remote learning had
on academic dishonesty, and when, if ever, academic dishonesty could be excused.
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Review of Research Questions
This study was guided by the following five research questions:
1. What is the frequency of academic dishonesty in undergraduate and graduate level SLP
students?
2. What factors contribute to cheating behaviors in which SLP students engage?
3. Are SLP students more likely to be learning oriented or goal oriented?
4. Is there a difference in the specific cheating behaviors between SLP students who are learning
oriented and those who are grade oriented?
5. What are the perceptions of cheating among SLP Students?

Review of Methodology
This study used a survey research design to identify factors that predicted academic dishonesty
among communication sciences and disorders students. A survey combining the International Center for
Academic Integrity (ICAI) survey and the Learning Orientation Grade Orientation – Second edition
(LOGO-II) was created using Qualtrics. This survey provided the means to determine frequency of, as
well as motivation for, academic dishonesty. The survey ended with three open-ended questions
providing the neutralizing attitudes related to academic dishonesty. A link to complete the survey was
sent to ASHA accredited speech-language pathology programs with a request to forward to students.
The survey was accessed by 463 individuals and 408 completed the demographic section of the survey;
however, only 248 participants completed enough of the survey to be included in the report findings.
The final sample size for complete data analysis was 248. There were 200 responses to the open-ended
questions at the end of the survey.
Demographic data was calculated to include sample, standard deviation, and percentages.
Categorical data was analyzed to determine the relationship between the variables of self-reported
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cheating behaviors, contributing factors, and the traits of learning or grade orientation with the variable
self-reported cheating behaviors multiple regression analysis. The difference between the specific
cheating behaviors of students who were learning oriented or grade oriented was analyzed using twotailed t-tests. Finally, the open-ended questions ending the survey were analyzed for common themes.
Summary and Discussion of the Findings
Five research questions guided this study in order to explore academic dishonesty among SLP
students and the factors contributing to academically dishonest behavior. Understanding the factors
contributing to academically dishonest behavior may provide insight into how to combat this pervasive
concern. Understanding the motivation behind academical dishonesty may allow faculty in higher
education to better understand their students and shape the desired behavior. This section provides a
summary of the findings for each research question and the relationship to the literature.
What is the frequency of academic dishonesty in undergraduate and graduate level SLP students?
McCabe (2009) found that nursing students were more likely to engage in behaviors they rated
as less serious. Therefore, it was hypothesized SLP students would also have a greater frequency of
behaviors they did not view as serious such as plagiarism or unauthorized collaboration. Participants
were asked to rate how frequently they engaged in specific behaviors. In a subsequent question,
students were then asked to rate how their perception of the seriousness of the specific behaviors.
Using SPSS, a frequency analysis was conducted to determine how often specific behaviors occurred and
the perceived severity of those behaviors. A review of the results indicated the hypothesis was mostly
true, there was lower occurrence of the behaviors students perceived as more serious. These findings
mirror those reported by McCabe (2009) when he stated the frequency of nursing students’ behaviors
paralleled the ratings they provided on the seriousness of those behaviors.
The frequency and perceived seriousness ratings for the behaviors of falsifying lab data,
research data, and clinical data were noteworthy, particularly since the risk of students falsifying clinical
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data is particularly troubling for those in the medical setting (Baxter & Boblin, 2007). For these three
items the perceived seriousness of the behavior was high, although not as high as copying from a peer
without their knowledge, and the engagement rating was low. This indicates that students understand
falsifying data would be a serious infraction with serious implications for their clients. However, a
severity rating did not always match the engagement rating. For instance, using unauthorized
technology to cheat during an exam received a higher severity rating than submitting the same paper in
more than one class, yet more participants reported actually using unauthorized tech to cheat on an
exam than submitting the same paper. In this instance, the disconnect between seriousness and
engagement does not come as a huge surprise. Particularly, when considering Watson et al. (2014)
statement that students now have grown up using technology and may not even be aware that it is
cheating behavior.
Students understand plagiarism is academically dishonest but disagree with the premise that
unauthorized collaboration is also academically dishonest. These findings are supported by the
responses to the open-ended question asking when cheating could be acceptable. Many participants
specifically reported unauthorized collaboration was not cheating because they would be required to
collaborate as professionals.
This disconnect between what does, or does not, constitute cheating prompted Devine and Chin
(2018) to take a unique stance, and rather than study what students are doing wrong, study what
students and faculty are doing right. In their study, Devine and Chin highlight the need for nursing
faculty to be role models for nursing standards, including integrity. They suggest nursing faculty
promote ethics by creating environments where the learning community is characterized by academic
integrity, personal accountability, and professionalism.
Rettinger (2017) encourages faculty to engage in better pedagogy by teaching shaping study
habits, actively teaching appropriate citations/referencing, and encouraging specific positive learning
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habits. Devine and Chin (2018) encourage nursing faculty to help develop academic integrity by setting
clear expectations, educating students specifically on what counts as academic integrity and the risks of
behaving dishonestly. In this aspect, nursing students and SLP students are similar. Student SLPs would
also benefit from open discussions and explicit instruction, on the concepts of honesty, professionalism,
and ethical behavior as they relate to academia and the profession.
What factors contribute to cheating behaviors in which SLP students engage?
The second research question explored the factors contributing to cheating behaviors. Multiple
regression analyses determined if external factors such as extracurricular activities, or internal factors
such as learning orientation had a greater effect on academic dishonesty. The expectation was that time
spent on extracurricular activities such as athletics, employment, or caring for a family member would
contribute the most due to reducing time available for studying.
External Factors
Extracurricular activities. McCabe and Treviño (1997), found extracurricular activities including
athletics were significantly correlated with academic dishonesty. This correlation, if accurate, follows
logic as extracurricular activities would add to the reported difficulties of not enough time for studies
and an increased pressure to perform. Surprisingly, the results of the SLP study indicated external
factors contributed very little to the decision to engage in academically dishonest behaviors. There was
a significant negative correlation between the sum of cheating behaviors and the sum of extracurricular
activities indicating students who identified spending more time on extra-curricular activities had a
slightly lower sum of cheating behaviors score. This indicates that participants who had engaged in
outside activities, typically paid employment or caring for a family member, were less likely to engage in
academic dishonesty. It is unclear, however, what the reason is for the decreased cheating behaviors in
students with extracurricular activities.
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In this model of extrinsic factors, extra-curricular activities contributed less than 2% of the
variance in the sum of cheating behaviors and was not statistically significant. What is clear, is that
students studying communication sciences and disorders with extracurricular responsibilities are not at
a greater risk of academic dishonesty because of the time spent on those activities. Although this result
is opposite of McCabe and Treviño’s (1997) results, it does support Simkin and McLeod’s (2010) finding
that demands on a student’s time did not strongly influence cheating behavior. It should be noted, the
results of the extracurricular activities indicated several types of activities with relatively few
respondents. For instance, 92% of participants marked Fraternity/Sorority Club as not applicable. This
lack of response indicates SLP students did not report engaging in these activities. The impact of
extracurricular activities may have been different if more participants were active in Greek life as
women in sororities are more likely to engage in academic dishonesty (McCabe & Treviño, 1997;
Williams & Janosik, 2007).
Policy Knowledge. The next regression explored if knowledge of an academic honesty policy and
the perceived severity of the policy had an impact on the decision to engage in academically dishonest
behavior. In their 1993 study, McCabe and Treviño found significantly lower academic dishonesty
behaviors among students enrolled in universities with honor codes. They found when students had
knowledge of the policy and the severity of penalties associated with breaking the honor code, there
were significantly fewer infractions. McCabe and Treviño’s (1993) finding fits with the premise behind
the theory of reasoned action stating students weigh the pros and cons of academic dishonesty prior to
actually cheating.
Previous literature suggested an academic honesty policy and knowledge of the penalties would
have a negative impact on the frequency of academic dishonesty. In the survey of SLP students, it was
not the presence of the honesty policy that had the effect, it was the severity of penalties that played a
role. Although this regression model accounted for very little of the variance of cheating behaviors, the
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findings suggest the perceived punishment is at least considered by those who are considering academic
dishonesty.
Summary of External Factors. Understanding the role external factors play is an important piece
of the puzzle in determining how students make the decision to engage in academic dishonesty.
Although Bowers (1964), and later, McCabe and Treviño (1997) found that extracurricular activities
played a role in academic dishonesty, Simkin and McLeod (2010) disagreed with those findings. The
results from this study support Simkin and McLeod in that those extracurricular activities do not play a
significant role in the cheating activities of students enrolled in communication sciences and disorders.
One element to consider for this piece, however, is the overall number of hours devoted to
extracurricular activities. It is possible the number of hours spent in extracurricular activities were simply
too low on average to have a significant impact.
The second extrinsic element explored was that of the honor policy and its perceived severity.
The majority of participants felt that their university’s academic integrity policy was effective, and that
the severity of penalty was average to high. The severity of the penalty rating was a slight contributing
factor when it came to deciding to engage in cheating behaviors. This finding is in line with other
research such as McCabe et al. (2012) and Rettinger (2017) suggesting that a well implemented honor
code may contribute to reducing academically dishonest behavior.
To gain an even deeper understanding of the effectiveness of the academic integrity policy
would require exploring not only student perspective but faculty as well. The effectiveness of an honor
policy is only as strong as the individuals who abide by it. If faculty are not reporting incidents of
academic misconduct as suggested by Mohr et al. (2011), the policy cannot be effective. Determining
faculty understanding of the policy and identifying faculty perception of the effectiveness of an honor
policy would provide a way to address underlying issues.
Internal Factors
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Motivation. Understanding the motivation behind academic dishonesty is a crucial step to
reducing the prevalence of students cheating. For students who primarily focus on the achieving the
grade, the lure of academic dishonesty is expected to be stronger than for those whose focus is more
internal and focused on learning. Eison et al. (1983) suggested that students in helping professions may
be equally grade oriented and learning oriented. Students studying communication sciences and
disorders are entering a helping profession and therefore are strongly motivated by learning, however,
getting accepted into master’s programs is extremely competitive and therefore these students are also
grade oriented. Furthermore, it is unclear what happens to orientation after being admitted into the
master’s program and nearing entering the profession.
For this study learning and grade orientation both had a significant correlation with the sum of
cheating behaviors. Learning orientation had a slight negative correlation indicating students with a
strong learning orientation were less likely to engage in cheating behaviors. Grade orientation had a
stronger positive correlation indicating students who are grade orientated are more likely to engage in
cheating behaviors. This result indicates individuals who are grade oriented are more likely to engage in
academic dishonesty which supports the theory of goal orientation.
When considering aptitude, this study indicates SLP students have characteristics of both
learning orientation and grade orientation. The majority of students have both attitudes and behaviors
associated with learning orientation which indicates they want to learn the information. However, they
also have grade orientation attitudes which indicates they are driven by that need extrinsic motivation.
This is not overly surprising when considering the drive students must have to gain admittance into
graduate school. The discrepancy between grade orientation attitude and behavior indicates there is
something that prohibits students from engaging in more cheating behaviors.
Reasoned Action. The theory of reasoned action states how someone perceives a behavior is
shaped by the social norms of that behavior (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010). The theory of reasoned action is in
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place when students believe other students are cheating which reduces the societal disapproval. The
theory of reasoned action is also involved in the decision to cheat when students weigh the disapproval
of friends and family against the need to succeed. Most people comply with social expectations as long
as those expectations are not outweighed by other perceived needs.
To determine if an individual’s behavior was contingent on the societal perception of that
behavior, and therefore support the theory of reasoned action, a regression looking at the disapproval
of a parent, close friend, and classmate was conducted. Although the weight of contribution varied,
each of these variables had a significant correlation with the sum of cheating behaviors.
Previous research indicated students believed faculty and parents carried the most weight in
their disapproval ratings (Bowers, 1964). Yet, McCabe and Treviño (1997) found peer disapproval had
the strongest influence. For the student SLP study, the disapproval of a close friend had the strongest
contribution to the decision to cheat. This was followed by the disapproval of a parent. This is surprising
since an overwhelming majority of participants reported parents would strongly disapprove if they knew
they had cheated, yet slightly less than half reported a close friend would be disappointed. The
disapproval of a classmate did not offer a significant contribution. This result supports the theory of
reasoned action (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010) and the premise that the decision to cheat is, at least partially,
determined by the approval or disapproval of people important to the individual (Starovoytova Madara
et al., 2016).
Summary of Internal Factors. As stated earlier, most people conform to the accepted behaviors
of society as long as other needs do not outweigh the fear of censure or the risk of getting caught. In the
case of academic dishonesty, the link between reasoned action and cheating has been clearly made
(McCabe, 2009; Starovoytova Madera et al., 2016). The link between grade orientation and cheating
behavior has been made (Eison et al., 1983). What has not been determined, until now, was the link
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between each of these and cheating behavior in students studying communication sciences and
disorders.
This study found participants enrolled in communication science and disorders programs often
display both learning orientation and grade orientation attitudes; however, the majority of them do not
score high enough to be considered grade orientated in behavior. These results support the statement
that students in helping professions may be both learning and grade orientated (Eison et al., 1983). The
study also found more participants considered the disapproval of close friends, followed by parents,
when contemplating academic dishonesty. This finding supported McCabe and Treviño’s (1997)
statement that peer disapproval had a direct influence on the decision to engage in academic
dishonesty.
Summary of External and Internal Factors
For this study, regression analysis was conducted to examine the combined effects of
motivation and social pressure by exploring the contribution of grade orientation, peer disapproval,
parent disapproval, and severity of penalty. This combination of factors accounted for a substantial 30%
of the variance in the sum of cheating behaviors and each factor was statistically significant. Grade
orientation accounted for the largest amount of that variance and the disapproval of a close friend
accounted for a very close second. Parent disapproval was significant but did not account for as much of
the variance and severity of penalty, although significant, accounted for even less. Of these three
factors, grade orientation and the disapproval of a close friend were very close in the amount of
contribution indicating that both goal orientation and reasoned action contribute to whether or not
students engage in academic dishonesty.
Understanding the factors that contribute to academic dishonesty will allow faculty to
circumvent the behavior. Providing open, frank discussion regarding the severity of punishment should
help remind students of the drastic consequences that may occur. Perhaps even more importantly,
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faculty members who witness cheating behaviors need to stop turning a blind eye. Some instructors are
hesitant to report cheating incidences because they fear negative student reviews on course evaluations
will harm tenure applications and future employment (Aaron & Roche, 2013) or because they do not
feel they would receive administrative support (Murdock & Anderman, 2006). To reduce academic
dishonesty, faculty must be clear on what constitutes academic dishonesty, what the repercussions will
be for engaging in it, and be willing to act if it occurs.
Are SLP Students More Likely to be Learning Oriented or Grade Oriented?
Understanding the motivation behind academic achievement has been a quest for researchers
of the years. Eison (1981) was one of the first researchers to recognize the differences between students
and their classroom motivations. Eison et al. (1983) suggested learning oriented students typically have
a high regard for faculty, dislike irrelevant assignments even with their easy, are appreciative of
feedback, and prefer writing assignments over exams. He went on to suggest grade-oriented learners
often resent when material is not fully covered in class, devalue ungraded assignments, and in general
believe grades are the reason for learning. Eison et al. (1983) determined some students fall into a
category where students are both high learning oriented and high goal oriented. These students, often
pre-med or pre-law majors want to learn and earn high grades (Eison et al., 1983).
Because speech-language pathology is an allied health profession and has the stress of high GPA
requirements for entrance into graduate school, it was hypothesized that students enrolled in speechlanguage pathology programs would be equally learning oriented and grade oriented. A frequency
analyses was conducted on the motivation area of the survey. A 24-point cut-score for orientation was
based on the Eison et al. (1983) LOGO-II findings. The hypothesis was partially supported by the
frequency analysis with nearly all the participants scoring high in both learning orientation and grade
orientation attitudes. However, the behaviors for both learning orientation and grade orientation were
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lower than expected with just over half of the participants scoring high enough to be considered
learning oriented and even less scoring high enough to be grade oriented.
A review of the questions relating to behavior, revealed there are a few questions participants
may have had to score lower simply because of the nature of the programs. For instance, participants
may have rated “I will withdraw from an interesting class rather than risk getting a poor grade” lower
because withdrawing from a class is not an option due to the often prescriptive nature of master’s
programs. When master’s degree programs are rigid with required courses and few elective courses
students do not have the luxury of withdrawing from certain classes or waiting for an “easy” instructor.
Many programs only have one instructor to teach specific required courses and there is no option to find
a different instructor.
Regardless of the rationale behind the discrepancy, the results indicate that students enrolled in
programs related to speech-language pathology have both learning and grade orientation attitudes. This
supports Eison et al. (1983) who proposed pre-professional students, such as those in speech-language
pathology, would score high in both learning orientation and grade orientation. The results also indicate
that although SLP students may have grade-oriented attitudes, they do not necessarily engage in gradeoriented activities.
These findings also mean faculty can help reduce academic dishonesty by shaping that natural
tendency of learning orientation. Taylor and Parsons (2011) suggest improving student engagement
through interaction and exploration is important. They state current students want to interact with
people beyond the school environment (Taylor & Parsons, 2011). When faculty bring in real-world
experiences and connect curriculum to a real experience, students learn better. Taylor and Parsons
(2011) suggest bringing individuals who are in the profession and allowing students to engage with them
is meaningful and encourages learning. Students want to engage with meaningful curriculum and want
to be held to high expectations (Taylor & Parsons, 2011).
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To encourage learning orientation tendencies among SLP students, faculty must shift focus from
grades to engagement with the curriculum. McCabe et al. (2001) suggest developing consistent grading
practices, reducing pressure by not grading on a curve, and assigning interesting nontrivial assignments
to encourage a learning orientation and reduce cheating. These practices combined with brining in reallife experiences and expanding on the importance of learning the material to help their patients will
reduce the temptation to engage in academic dishonesty by engaging the SLP students’ learning
orientation attitude and behavior.
Is There a Difference in the Specific Cheating Behaviors SLP Students who are Learning Oriented and
Those Who are Grade Oriented?
Determining the learning/grade orientation of SLP students was the first step to identifying
academic dishonesty tendencies. Once the orientation was identified, it was then necessary to
determine whether or not orientation actually had an effect on academic integrity. The fourth
hypothesis stated there would be a difference in the cheating behaviors of individuals who are learning
oriented compared to those who are grade oriented.
A series of independent t-tests were conducted to determine if there was a difference in the
sum of cheating behaviors based on learning and grade orientation. The first t-test looked at the various
constructs of cheating behavior and level of grade orientation. There was a statistically significant
difference in the cheating behaviors of individuals scoring high- or low-grade orientation for the
constructs of unauthorized collaboration, cheating on exams, unauthorized use of technology, and
plagiarism as well as overall sum of cheating behaviors. For most of these constructs there was a
moderate effect size with the exception of plagiarism which had a moderately small effect size.
A second t-test compared the specific cheating behavior of individuals rated either high or low
learning oriented. Once again, there was a significant difference between participants rated high
learning oriented and low learning oriented. In fact, the same behavior constructs of unauthorized
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collaboration, cheating on exams, unauthorized use of technology, plagiarism, and the overall sum of
cheating had statistically significant differences between the two groups; however, the effect size for
learning orientation was small.
The results of these t-tests indicate SLP students engage in the same type of behaviors of
cheating regardless of learning or grade orientation. However, students who are high grade oriented
have a significantly higher frequency of engaging in these behaviors than students who are lower grade
oriented. The strength of learning orientation is less of a factor in whether a student engages in
academically dishonest behavior. These findings are similar to the findings of extrinsic motivation
relative to course material being linked to an increased likelihood to cheat (Anderman & Koenka, 2017;
Rettinger et al., 2004).
Knowing the type of cheating behaviors typically engaged in by SLP students will help faculty
prepare for, and hopefully reduce, those behaviors. More importantly, since the data show students
who are learning oriented engage in those behaviors less often, encouraging those natural learning
orientated behaviors is paramount to reducing incidences of academic dishonesty. Anderman and
Koenka (2017) encourage faculty to clearly communicate expectations, to stop displaying the
distribution of test results, and to begin providing explicit feedback to students about their performance
as ways to combat grade orientation. Finally, it may be that Devine and Chin (2018) have the right idea
that in addition to explaining what academic dishonesty is, we need to provide a way for students to
recognize academic integrity by providing clear examples and why it is important, particularly since
these students will be entering a profession and working with vulnerable clients.
What are the Perceptions of Cheating Among SLP Students?
To gain a deeper understanding of student perceptions of learning, three open-ended questions
were added to the end of the survey. The first question, attempting to address the issue with the
definition of academic dishonesty, asked participants to describe academic dishonesty. The second
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question was designed to answer the question of how SLP students neutralize cheating behaviors. The
third question sought to determine how technology and remote learning affected perception of
cheating behaviors. This third question is particularly important following the 2021 mass move to online
learning due to COVID-19, and the fact that online learning was already increasing, has quickly become
expected, and will most likely remain a viable option for students (Austin, 2003). The answers to the
three open-ended questions were analyzed using in-vivo coding methods. Significant statements from
each response were analyzed and then coded for categories and themes.
For the first question the majority of participants described academic dishonesty as false
knowledge or a misrepresentation of knowledge. The second most common theme was that it was
intentional bad behavior. It was interesting that although some participants reflected that it was a way
to increase grades, the majority of participants focused on the misrepresentation of knowledge.
The two descriptions, false knowledge and purposeful bad behavior, together fit with the premise of
reasoned action (e.g., intentional action) and motivation (e.g., wanting to appear knowledgeable or
needing to pass the class). The determination that students engage in academic dishonesty intentionally
and in order to appear knowledgeable is supported by research (Anderman & Koenka, 2017; McCabe et
al., 2012).
The second question asked participants to identify when it was okay to engage in cheating
behavior. While some participants stated cheating was never okay, more neutralized their behavior by
placing blame on the instructor. Murdock and Anderman (2006) supported this perception when they
reported students attempted to shift the blame to instructors for being uncaring or assigning too much
homework. Also noteworthy is the number of students who stated collaboration should not be
considered cheating. Pulfrey et al. (2018) bring to light the difficulty in knowing where honest
collaboration ends and dishonest collaboration begins.
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Unfortunately, recognizing the intent behind collaboration becomes difficult when considering
cultural norms and expectations. For some cultures, the goal is to receive high marks on exams by any
means and cheating is expected, even applauded (Balbuena et al., 2015). However, students that come
from collectivistic cultures where resources are shared to the benefit of all may not realize collaboration
is cheating (Hendy et al., 2021). Students from collectivistic cultures may very well be at odds in the US,
as helping each other during assignments and exams is expected in their culture and is not always a
form of intentional cheating, but rather a cultural expectation of sharing information (McCabe et al.,
2007). Being aware of cultural differences while providing clear, explicit expectations will help create a
culture of integrity and responsibility (McCabe et al., 2007).
The final question asked how cheating had changed with technology and online learning. This
question was designed to explore if the rapid transition to online learning due to COVID-19 had an
impact. The majority of participants stated that technology and online learning had made it easier to
cheat with one individual stating it took effort not to cheat with online learning. Not only did
participants state it was easier to access information, but they also declared there was less risk as it was
harder to prove academic dishonesty. Some participants declared that if professors do not use lockdown
browsers, students cannot get caught cheating. These statements all link to the theory of reasoned
action and are supported by research stating students are more likely to cheat if they believe they will
not get caught (Wilkinson, 2009).
Although the majority of participants stated remote learning made it easier to not get caught;
others stated that remote learning was harder, so cheating was justified. Another common theme was
that online learning had increased cheating behaviors while some participants declared that cheating
was “a given” for online learning and that “everyone looks up the answers.” These statements are
supported by the theory of neutralizing attitudes where students declared the need to cheat because
others do (McCabe & Trevino, 1993).
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Overall, the themes from the open-ended questions support the theoretical framework for both
neutralization and reasoned action. Neutralization theory states individuals will place the blame for their
behavior on external forces (Rettinger & Kramer, 2009; Sykes & Matza, 1957). When students state
cheating was justified because the professor did not use a lockdown browser, or the professor was
unfair it shows they have neutralized their behavior based on the actions of others. When students state
their cheating behavior cannot be detected and that they felt “enabled” to cheat, they demonstrate
how they have reasoned through the pros and cons of a behavior before deciding to engage in academic
dishonesty. Claiming that cheating has increased and everyone looks up the answers is also linked with
both neutralization and motivation theory as students may feel more compelled to cheat in order to
maintain class standing (Anderman & Koenka, 2017).
Although the neutralization responses are supported by literature, Aaron and Roche (2013)
propose a confounding factor. They state that although these actions may appear to be neutralizing
behaviors and intentional cheating, in truth the student may be experiencing technological detachment
phenomenon. Technological detachment phenomenon occurs when students do not consider an act
cheating if some element of technology is between them and the answer. For instance, a student
accessing CourseHero (a homework help site) may not view downloading all the answers as cheating.
Another example is the student who believes using a cheat sheet is dishonest but using a graphic
calculator with the equations pre-stored is not (Aaron & Roche, 2013). This disconnect, or unawareness,
that using all of the tools available including technology could be considered dishonest, is discussed by
Mohr et al. (2011) and Watson et al. (2014).
Regardless of why students cheat, the literature is clear, open communication about
expectations and repercussions will help reduce the frequency of cheating behaviors. In addition, clearly
identifying what does and does not constitute cheating and why it is cheating is needed. Faculty and
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students both need to take ownership of their role in the process. Suggestions for how programs can aid
in this quest are provided in the implications for practice section.
Theoretical Model Discussion
This study contributes validating information regarding the theories of reasoned action,
neutralization, and motivation as they relate to academic integrity within the allied health profession.
The theory of reasoned action states societal pressures shape attitudes towards behaviors (Fishbein &
Ajzen, 2010) and occurs when students calculate the consequences of academic dishonesty including if
someone important to them would disapprove of the action (Starovoytova Madara et al., 2016). Goal
orientation theory explains the shift from students being motivated to learn to being motivated to earn
the grade (Anderman et al., 1998; Anderman & Koenka, 2017; Rettinger et al., 2004) and occurs when
the need to appear knowledgeable or maintain a grade overcomes learning for the joy of learning
(Anderman & Koenka, 2017; McCabe et al., 2002, 2012). Neutralizing attitudes theory explains why
students justify their behavior to fit their needs (Rettinger & Kramer, 2009; Sykes & Matza, 1957) and
occurs when students begin to view their behavior as acceptable (Rettinger et al., 2017).
Although these theories had been studied individually, there were no previous studies that
combined these three theories specifically. In addition, there were limited studies for allied health
professionals in general and no studies related to students in SLP programs. The first step to reducing
cheating behavior is recognizing the decision to engage in academic dishonesty is multi-layered and
change must occur. This section will discuss the findings in relation to the proposed theoretical
framework.
Reasoned Action and Motivation
Evidence suggests that a focus on grades, such as the high grades needed for gaining entrance
into graduate school, provides extrinsic motivation to cheat (Anderman & Koenka, 2017). In conjunction
with motivation, students must reason through whether or not to engage in academic dishonesty.
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Research states the decision to cheat is at least partially determined by the approval or disapproval of
peers and people important to the individual (Starovoytova Madara et al., 2016). Ajzen and Fishbein
(1973) claimed the desire to comply with a behavior is also important.
This study proposed that motivation and reasoned action would both be in play for academic
dishonesty to occur. This statement is supported with the findings from this study indicating that grade
orientation was positively correlated with specific cheating behaviors while the disapproval of a close
friend or family member had a negative correlation. The qualitative answers to the open-ended
questions support this statement as well. Students claimed it was okay to cheat if they were in danger of
failing, when their peers were cheating, and if they worked full time. These statements indicate that
students are both motivated by the need to achieve the grade and have reasoned through their actions
and the potential consequences.
Reasoned Action and Neutralization
In addition to understanding the motivation to cheat, this study highlights how neutralizing
attitudes play a role in cheating behavior. Students neutralize their own behavior by placing blame on
the professor for both the need and the opportunity to cheat (Rettinger & Kramer, 2009). This study
proposed that in addition to motivation, a combination of the theories of reasoned action and
neutralization would be present for SLP students who engage in academic dishonesty.
The premise for this study is supported by the findings that students reason through their
actions and the potential repercussions of those actions. This is particularly clear in the responses to the
open-ended questions section of the survey. Students rationalized their behavior by stating that
unauthorized collaboration should not be considered academic dishonesty or by saying that it is hard
not to cheat when courses are online. Students neutralized their behavior when laying blame for their
actions on the professor for not using a proctor, teaching irrelevant information, or not being
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understanding. Addressing both the rationalization of behavior as well as encouraging students to take
ownership for their actions is critical for reducing academic dishonesty.
Motivation, Reasoned Action, and Neutralization
The premise for this study is that the three theoretical frameworks of goal orientation theory,
theory of reasoned action, and neutralization theory, will be present for students engaging in
academically dishonest behavior. Students who are not extrinsically motivated are less likely to engage
in cheating behaviors. Students who are extrinsically motivated will not only rationalize why they can or
should engage in cheating behaviors, they will rationalize their actions to lay blame on someone else.
The three-theory framework is supported by the data from this study. Students who are grade
oriented are more likely to engage in academic dishonesty. Students rationalize their cheating behavior
by claiming it was needed for grades or entrance into graduate school, while at the same time
neutralizing their actions by blaming the professor or circumstances. If students could not neutralize
their behavior, they would have greater difficulty rationalizing their actions. If the perceived need for
high grades or acknowledgement was not present, the need for cheating behaviors would also not be
present.
Recommendations for Practice
The best way to combat academic dishonesty among all students is better communication
between students and faculty about what constitutes academic dishonesty. Achieving a common
understanding is critical for success in fighting the tide of dishonest behaviors. As demonstrated by this
study, students enrolled in speech-language pathology programs are driven to learn information and
appear knowledgeable or achieve a high GPA. As a profession, SLPs can help students combat this need
by acknowledging when mistakes are made and when learning occurs. SLPs are often perceived as being
“Type A” and “perfectionist.” Appearing knowledgeable is an important aspect to clinical experience and
client-clinician relationship; however, if professionals also acknowledge when mistakes are made
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perhaps students will begin to develop a greater sense of integrity and acceptance of the learning
experience. Addressing why this need occurs (e.g., scholarships, entrance to graduate school) are also
steps that can be taken to reduce the perceived need for academic dishonesty.
Developing an intentional ethical community to set clear expectations for positive behaviors can
also help reduce dishonesty in the profession. Better communication about the learning expectations of
the profession is needed. If students and professionals discuss exactly what academic integrity is and
what it looks like in the courses or clinical practicum, students will learn the steps of problem solving
and resolution and how to accept responsibility for their actions. Furthering that discussion to
workplace integrity, beyond the clinical ethics, is also important.
Recommendations for Programs
Communication Sciences and Disorders programs will need to address some specific concerns in
order to combat academic dishonesty. First, and perhaps foremost, programs need to address the need
for specific pedagogy in engaged teaching. Faculty often have little or no formal training in pedagogy
(Chen, 2018) and even less in engaged teaching. Providing specific pedagogy in how to engage learners
with multidimensional teaching will promote active learning in the classrooms (Moate & Cox, 2015).
Additional pedagogy specific to online teaching and engagement may also help combat the potential for
increased dishonesty that comes with remote learning.
Programs can also develop an intentional ethical community to set clear expectations for
positive behaviors. Better communication about the expectations of the program and the profession is
needed. Discussing exactly what academic integrity is and what it looks like in the program is critical.
Furthering that discussion to what workplace integrity looks like is also important. When programs
create clear expectations and reduce ambiguity it helps form a community of trust (McCabe et al.,
2006).
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Another way programs can combat academic dishonesty is by encouraging a holistic admissions
process for entry and retention in graduate school. Recognizing that grades most likely will not be
disappearing, shifting the focus from grades to demonstrating what students have learned would have a
positive impact on self-efficacy as well as providing a way to monitor success in the program. The goal
must be to gain the knowledge needed to help future clients, not to earn the grade or pass the class.
Shifting to increasing student’s competency and understanding will help develop an appreciation for the
subject (Bishop et al., 2014) and focusing on content standards will reduce the need for cheating to stay
competitive (Anderman & Koenka, 2017).
When performance expectations are clear, consistent, and supports are in place to help
students meet those expectations, the perceived need for academic dishonest is reduced (Anderman &
Koenka, 2017). When students feel successful, they are willing to engage in additional work. As they
successfully do more, their confidence increases which further reduces the desire to cheat (Anderman &
Koenka, 2017).
Accredited SLP programs already provide students with a way to meet subject mastery
standards as the Council for Academic Accreditation in Audiology and Speech-Language Pathology’s
(CAA, 2020) has an accreditation requirement for providing intervention to struggling students. This
requirement states students who struggle with acquisition of knowledge and skills must be identified
and provided with an intervention to ensure success in meeting the program expectations (CAA, 2020).
Providing a competency measure will remove the focus on GPA and therefore reduce the benefit of
cheating. However, since academic dishonesty occurs at the graduate level, even with more of a
competency focus, shifting focus is not the only answer.
It should be noted, many researchers (McCabe et al., 2012; Rettinger, 2017) suggest the use of
honor codes early in programs can help develop the ethical decision-making skills of students. However,
Devine and Chin (2018) strongly suggest focusing on academic integrity rather than dishonesty.
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Programs can build an environment of honesty and respect with open conversations about honesty,
professionalism, and ethical behavior in order to develop an intentional ethical community and set clear
expectations for positive behaviors.
Recommendations for Faculty
Faculty members have a unique role in the battle against academic dishonesty. As a front-line
fighter, it is important for faculty members to create clear expectations and reduce ambiguity in order to
form a community of trust (McCabe et al., 2006). In addition to building that community of trust, faculty
members can help shift the focus of the classroom away from earning the grade to demonstrating
knowledge. Rettinger (2017) stated faculty should encourage students to feel that they are capable of
understanding the material. Building students’ self-esteem by providing that feeling of self-efficacy and
a sense of accomplishment to the student will encourage students to take responsibility for their actions
(Rettinger, 2017).
Within each course, faculty members have the ability to encourage subject mastery rather than
focusing on grades. An example of encouraging subject mastery is when professors allow students the
opportunity to redo their work until subject competency standards are met. Allowing repeated attempts
reduces the implication that the grade is the most important thing and encourages the belief that the
content matter takes precedence thereby reducing the need for cheating to stay competitive
(Anderman & Koenka, 2017). As noted earlier, when students feel successful, they are willing to engage
in additional work and, as they successfully do more, their confidence increases which further reduces
the desire to cheat (Anderman & Koenka, 2017).
Another way for faculty to fight academic dishonesty is through the syllabus. Many faculty have
academic integrity statements already added into the syllabi. Moving this statement closer to the front
of the syllabi so that it is not lost among other policies may bring attention to the topic. For those
individuals who are unable to move the statements, discussing the policy intentionally and openly with
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students is important to ensure the information is received and stressed as important. Students who
have a clear understanding of academic integrity policies and what counts as cheating behaviors are less
likely to engage in cheating behaviors (Theart & Smit, 2012).
Faculty members are also encouraged to reflect on, and engage in, their own academic
integrity. Professional responsibility is an expectation of all aspects of academia including curriculum
development and grading. Faculty members share beliefs and values through their actions and
interactions with students (Milton, 2015). When faculty value academic integrity by openly discussing it
and adhering to academic integrity policies, students will respond (Milton, 2015; Rettinger & Kramer,
2009).
Encouraging peer mentoring may be a way of further reducing academic dishonesty. Faculty
members can help reduce academic dishonesty by building relationships with the students (Rettinger,
2017). Simkin and McLeod (2010) suggested the presence of a faculty member whose opinion mattered
would curb cheating behaviors as well. The disapproval of a close friend and parent reduced cheating
behaviors significantly; therefore, the disapproval of a professor, if the relationship is strong enough,
may also help reduce cheating behaviors.
Finally, increasing open communication about ethics is important. Not only the ethics in place
for the profession, but the ethics surrounding the journey to the profession. The results of the openended questions indicated what students view as dishonest may not match what the faculty view as
dishonest (e.g., unauthorized collaboration). Watson et al. (2014) point out that most current students
have had information instantly available for their entire academic career. The lines between acceptable
information retrieval and cheating are blurred. By openly discussing these issues and setting clear
parameters about what is cheating and the repercussions, students would not be able to neutralize or
rationalize their behavior as easily. Of course, it is also necessary to point out that this open
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communication could also mean the faculty member may change their viewpoint as to what constitutes
cheating as opposed to a justifiable use of resources.
Limitations
Although there were many significant results noted in this study, there are limitations present as
well. First, online surveys do not allow the researcher to clarify questions which may be ambiguous or
misinterpreted. Therefore, some participants may have misinterpreted the questions and answered
differently than expected. Second, the length of the survey was prohibitive; although over 400 students
started the survey, only 248 completed the quantitative portion. A shorter survey may have allowed
more students to complete all questions.
One limitation of this study is that it does not address if there are differences in the academic
integrity of other races or genders. Although the overwhelming majority of SLPs registered with ASHA
self-identify as Caucasian women, there may be differences in the experiences and perceptions of
individuals who are not Caucasian or female. These differences are not accounted for in this study.
A second limitation associated with demographics is that of GPA. The majority of participants in
this study were high achieving students with mean GPAs of 3.5-4.0. This high GPA is not unexpected as
the majority of respondents were also graduate students. If the study had focused on undergraduate
students only and targeted those in Freshman and Sophomore years, both of which were
underrepresented in this study, the results may have been different.
Although the ICAI survey had been cited many times, it had never been fully validated (D.
Rettinger, Personal Communication, October 30, 2020). The lack of constructs within the ICAI survey
allowed the constructs of specific behaviors for this research to be determined by the primary
investigator. Combining research questions in other ways may form constructs of specific behavior
which may be appropriate for further research. Finally, all data was collected during the COVID-19
pandemic and the rapid switch to online learning may have affected the responses of the participants.
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Recommendations for Future Research
The first recommendation for future research is to further explore the reasons SLP students
choose to engage in academic dishonesty. The current study was focused on identifying the frequency of
academic dishonesty and the motivation behind it; however, there may be additional reasons that have
not been discussed. A qualitative or mixed methods study may be appropriate for a deeper study into
the reasons behind academic dishonesty.
A second recommendation is to explore the difference between faculty and student views of
academically dishonest behavior. This study focused solely on students how often they engaged in
certain behaviors and their perceived severity of those behaviors. It would be beneficial to see if faculty
members agreed with the severity of behaviors. It would also be beneficial to know if there are other
behaviors that are frequent but not discussed in this study.
A third recommendation for future research would be to focus on the positive and determine
what factors encouraged students to choose academic integrity rather than academic dishonesty. By
determining which factors played a role in encouraging ethical and honest behavior, faculty members
may be able to increase those factors and further reduce academic dishonesty.
Other ideas for future research include reducing the length of the survey to focus on specific
areas and perhaps gain additional participants. Including a demographics section looking at race and
gender as well as academic level would also be potentially interesting. Finally, looking at the various
constructs of specific cheating behavior and aligning them differently may result in slight changes of
frequency/severity measures. Identifying what these differences are would be an additional measure of
how to stop the behaviors from occurring.
Conclusions
This research was conducted to learn what specific cheating behaviors occurred most frequently
among SLP students and why. The significant relationship between grade orientation and academic
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dishonesty indicates a need to further explore ways to reduce dependence on grades as a measure of
knowledge and skills. In addition, the significant relationship between academic dishonesty and the
perception of disapproval from a friend or parent provides an opportunity for faculty members to
encourage academic integrity through developing strong interpersonal relationships with their students.
The information from this study can be used to develop methods to help reduce academic
dishonesty and instill a valuable professional ethic among young professionals working with vulnerable
individuals. Information from future studies may help faculty understand their role in academic integrity
as well. Reducing academic dishonesty and increasing academic and professional integrity will benefit
students and their potential clients.
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Email Invitation
Greetings!
I am a doctoral student at the University of North Dakota and a faculty member in
Communication Sciences and Disorders at Minot State University. As part of my doctoral dissertation, I
am exploring academic integrity among Communication Disorders students. The purpose of this study is
to explore academic dishonesty among students studying to become speech-language pathologists. The
prevalence of academically dishonest behavior as well as the motivation for engaging in that behavior
will be examined. This study will also explore the potential relationship between the motivation behind
academic dishonesty and the type of cheating behavior in which a student engages. All participants who
complete the survey are eligible to be entered in to win one of four $50 Visa gift cards.
The project has been approved by the Institutional Review Boards for Minot State University
(IRB-XXXX) and the University of North Dakota (IRB-XXXXX-XXX). All answers are anonymous and
confidential. If you have questions, please feel free to contact the researcher at mary.huston@ndus.edu
or the faculty advisor, Dr. C. Casey Ozaki at carolyn.ozaki@und.edu.
The survey is expected to take approximately 15-20 minutes to complete. Please click here for
the survey: https://und.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_1CbbgFXdGOrQi7b

Thank you for your participation
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Social Media Invitation

If you are 18 years of age or older and a student currently enrolled in a Communication
Disorders or Speech-Language Pathology program (either undergraduate or graduate level), please take
a moment to answer this survey. The survey is expected to take less than 20 minutes of your time. The
purpose of this study is to explore academic dishonesty among students studying to become speechlanguage pathologists. The prevalence of academically dishonest behavior as well as the motivation for
engaging in that behavior will be examined. This study will also explore the potential relationship
between the motivation behind academic dishonesty and the type of cheating behavior in which a
student engages. The project has been approved by the Institutional Review Boards for Minot State
University (IRB-XXXX) and the University of North Dakota (IRB-XXXXX-XXX). All answers are anonymous
and confidential. If you have questions, please feel free to contact the researcher at
mary.huston@ndus.edu or the faculty advisor, Dr. C. Casey Ozaki at carolyn.ozaki@und.edu. All
participants who complete the survey are eligible to be entered to win one of four $50 Visa gift cards!
Please click here for the survey: https://und.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_1CbbgFXdGOrQi7b

Thank you for your participation.
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ASHA Listserv Community Invitation
Greetings!
I am a doctoral student at the University of North Dakota and a faculty member in Communication
Sciences and Disorders at Minot State University. As part of my doctoral dissertation, I am exploring
academic integrity among Communication Disorders students. The purpose of this study is to explore
academic dishonesty among students studying to become speech-language pathologists. This study will
also explore the potential relationship between the motivation behind academic dishonesty and the
type of cheating behavior in which a student engages. Please forward the following invitation to
participate in the survey to your undergraduate and graduate students.
Invitation:
If you are 18 years of age or older and a student currently enrolled in a Communication
Disorders or Speech-Language Pathology program (either undergraduate or graduate level), please take
a moment to answer this survey. The survey is expected to take less than 20 minutes of your time. The
purpose of this study is to explore academic dishonesty among students studying to become speechlanguage pathologists. The prevalence of academically dishonest behavior as well as the motivation for
engaging in that behavior will be examined. This study will also explore the potential relationship
between the motivation behind academic dishonesty and the type of cheating behavior in which a
student engages. The project has been approved by the Institutional Review Boards for Minot State
University (IRB-XXXX) and the University of North Dakota (IRB-XXXXX-XXX). All answers are anonymous
and confidential. If you have questions, please feel free to contact the researcher at
mary.huston@ndus.edu or the faculty advisor, Dr. C. Casey Ozaki at carolyn.ozaki@und.edu. All
participants who complete the survey are eligible to be entered to win one of four $50 Visa gift cards!
Please click here for the survey: https://und.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_1CbbgFXdGOrQi7b
Thank you for your participation.
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Academic Integrity Among CSD Students

Start of Block: Default Question Block
Q1 IRB Statement and consent form
Title of Project:
Academic Integrity Among CSD Students Survey
Principal Investigator:
Advisor:

Mary E Huston, mary.huston@ndus.edu
C. Casey Ozaki, 701-777-4256,

Purpose of the Study:
The purpose of this study is to explore academic dishonesty among students studying to become
speech-language pathologists. The prevalence of academically dishonest behavior as well as the
motivation for engaging in that behavior will be examined. This study will also explore the potential
relationship between the motivation behind academic dishonesty and the type of cheating behavior in
which a student engages.
Procedures to be followed:
You will be asked to complete a survey, expected to take approximately 15 minutes. There are a series
of questions to answer on a scale of 1-5 followed by four open-ended questions.
Risks:
There are no risks in participating in this research beyond those experienced in everyday life.
Benefits:
·
This research may provide a better understanding in why some students in communication
sciences and disorders choose to engage in academic dishonesty while others do not.
·
This research may help guide changes within the academic setting to facilitate academic integrity.
Duration:
The survey will take approximately 15 minutes to complete.
Statement of Confidentiality:
The survey does not ask for any information that would identify who the responses belong to therefore
all responses are anonymous. If this research is published, there is no risk identifying information will be
included as response are anonymous.
All survey responses that we receive will be treated confidentially and stored on a secure server at the
University of North Dakota. However, given that the surveys can be completed from any computer (e.g.,
personal, work, school), we are unable to guarantee the security of the computer on which you choose
to enter your responses. As a participant in our study, we want you to be aware that certain "key
logging" software programs exist that can be used to track or capture data that you enter and/or
websites that you visit.
Right to Ask Questions:
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The researcher conducting this study Mary E. Huston. If you have questions, concerns, or complaints
about the research please contact Mary E. Huston at mary.huston@ndus.edu during the day. You may
also contact Dr. Casey Ozaki, Faculty Advisor at carolyn.ozaki@und.edu.
If you have questions regarding your rights as a research subject, you may contact The University of
North Dakota Institutional Review Board at (701) 777-4279 or UND.irb@UND.edu. You may contact the
UND IRB with problems, complaints, or concerns about the research. Please contact the UND IRB if you
cannot reach research staff, or you wish to talk with someone who is an informed individual who is
independent of the research team.
General information about being a research subject can be found on the Institutional Review Board
website “Information for Research Participants” http://und.edu/research/resources/humansubjects/research-participants.html
Compensation:
Upon completion of this survey you may enter to be randomly selected for one of four $50 visa gift
certificates.
Voluntary Participation:
You do not have to participate in this research. You can stop your participation at any time. You may
refuse to participate or choose to discontinue participation at any time without losing any benefits to
which you are otherwise entitled.
You do not have to answer any questions you do not want to answer.
You must be 18 years of age older to participate in this research study.
Completion of the survey implies that you have read the information in this form and consent to
participate in the research.
By clicking below, I verify I am at least 18 years of age and agree to participate in the survey.

o
o

Yes
No

End of Block: Default Question Block
Start of Block: Demographics
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D1
Please select the answer that best describes your academic level.

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

1st year undergraduate (Freshman)
2nd year undergraduate (Sophomore)
3rd year undergraduate (Junior)
4th year undergraduate (Senior)
5th year undergraduate
1st year MA/MS
2nd year MA/MS
PhD student

D2 What is your age?

o
o
o

18-24
25-39
40 or older

D3 Are you a domestic or international student?

o
o

Domestic
International
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D4 Are you a part-time or full-time student?

o
o

Part time
Full time

D5 What is your approximate cumulative grade point average?

o
o
o
o
o

3.50- 4.00
3.00 - 3.49
2.50 - 2.99
2.00 - 2.49
Below 2.00

D6 What is your intended course of study?

o
o

SLP
SLP-A
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D7 Please tell us about how much time you spend on each activity in an average week.
1-10
11-20
21-30
31-40
N/A
hours
hours
hours
hours

40+
hours

Paid employment

o

o

o

o

o

o

Caring for a dependent or family
member

o

o

o

o

o

o

Social fraternity/sorority club

o

o

o

o

o

o

Athletics

o

o

o

o

o

o

Academic Club or Group

o

o

o

o

o

o

Student Government

o

o

o

o

o

o

Non-athletic organization that
regularly travels (e.g., Model Un,
Debate, etc.)

o

o

o

o

o

o

Other

o

o

o

o

o

o

End of Block: Demographics
Start of Block: Academic Environment
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AE1 How would you rate
Very Low

Low

Average

High

Very High

The severity of penalties for cheating at
your institution?

o

o

o

o

o

The average student's understanding of
campus policies concerning student
cheating?

o

o

o

o

o

The faculty's understanding of these
policies?

o

o

o

o

o

Student support of these policies?

o

o

o

o

o

Faculty support of these policies?

o

o

o

o

o

The effectiveness of these policies?

o

o

o

o

o

AE2 Have you been informed about the academic integrity or cheating policies at your institution?

o
o

Yes
No
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AE3 Where and how much have you learned about these policies?
Learned
Little or
Nothing

Learned
Some

Learned a
Lot

First-year orientation program or registration program

o

o

o

Campus website

o

o

o

Student handbook

o

o

o

Program counselor, residential advisor, or faculty advisor.

o

o

o

Other students

o

o

o

Faculty (e.g., discussed in class, course syllabi, or course
outlines)

o

o

o

Teaching assistant

o

o

o

Dean or other administrator

o

o

o
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AE4 To what extent do you have a clear understanding of your institution's policies regarding academic
honesty?

o
o
o
o
o

Not at all
A little
Average
A lot
Greatly

AE5 In the past year, how often, on average, did your instructors discuss policies concerning:
Very
Never
Seldom/Sometimes
Often
Very Often
Seldom
Plagiarism

o

o

o

o

o

Guidelines on group
work or
collaboration

o

o

o

o

o

Proper
citation/referencing
of written sources

o

o

o

o

o

Proper
citation/referencing
of internet sources

o

o

o

o

o

Falsifying/fabricating
course lab data

o

o

o

o

o

Falsifying/fabricating
clinical data

o

o

o

o

o

Falsifying/fabricating
research data

o

o

o

o

o
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AE6 How frequently do you think the following occurred at your secondary school/high school?
Very
Seldom/
Very
Never
Often
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Plagiarism on written
assignments

o

o

o

o

o

Inappropriately sharing work in
group assignments

o

o

o

o

o

Cheating during tests or
examinations

o

o

o

o

o

Submitting the same paper in
more than one course without
specific permission

o

o

o

o

o

Purchasing papers

o

o

o

o

o

Use of electronic/digital
devices as an unauthorized aid
during an in-class test

o

o

o

o

o

Falsifying information on an
exam or paper after it has been
graded/submitted

o

o

o

o

o
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AE7 How frequently do you think the following occur at your institution of higher education
(college/university)?
Seldom/
Never
Very Seldom
Often
Sometimes

Very
Often

Plagiarism on written
assignments

o

o

o

o

o

Inappropriately sharing work in
group assignments

o

o

o

o

o

Cheating during tests or
examinations

o

o

o

o

o

Submitting the same paper in
more than one course without
specific permission

o

o

o

o

o

Purchasing papers

o

o

o

o

o

Use of electronic/digital devices
as an unauthorized aid during an
in-class assignment

o

o

o

o

o

Falsifying information on an
exam or paper after it has been
graded/submitted.

o

o

o

o

o

AE8 How often, if ever, have you seen another student cheat during a test or examination at your
secondary school/high school?

o
o
o
o
o

Never
Once
A few times
Several times
Many times
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AE9 How often, if ever, have you seen another student cheat during a test or examination at your
institute of higher education?

o
o
o
o
o

Never
Once
A few times
Several times
Many times

AE10 Have you ever reported another student for cheating?

o
o

Yes
No

End of Block: Academic Environment
Start of Block: Specific Behaviors
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SB1 Please check how often, if ever, in the past year you
have engaged in any of the following behaviors.

Never

Once

More
than
once

Not
Relevant

Fabricating or falsifying a bibliography

o

o

o

o

Working on an assignment with others (in person) when the
instructor asked for individual work

o

o

o

o

Working on an assignment with others (using digital means
like email, text messaging, or social media) when the
instructor asked for individual work

o

o

o

o

Getting questions or answers from someone who has
already taken the test

o

o

o

o

In a course requiring computer work, copying another
student's work rather than writing your own

o

o

o

o

Helping someone else cheat on a test

o

o

o

o

Fabricating or falsifying lab data

o

o

o

o

Fabricating or falsifying research data

o

o

o

o

Fabricating or falsifying clinical data

o

o

o

o

Copying from another student during a test WITH his or her
knowledge

o

o

o

o

Copying from another student during a test WITHOUT his or
her knowledge

o

o

o

o

Using digital technology (such as email, text messaging, or
social media) to get unpermitted help from someone during
a test or examination.

o

o

o

o

Receiving unpermitted help on an assignment

o

o

o

o
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Copying (by hand or in person) another student's homework

o

o

o

o

Copying (using digital means such as email, text messaging,
or social media) another student's homework

o

o

o

o
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SB2 Please check how often, if ever, in the past year you have
engaged in any of the following behaviors

Never

Once

More
than
once

Not
Relevant

Paraphrasing or copying a few sentences from a book,
magazine or journal without citing them in a paper you
submitted

o o o

o

Turning in a paper from a "paper mill" (a paper written and
previously submitted by another student) and claiming it as
your own work.

o o o

o

Submitting a paper you purchased or obtained from a website
and claimed it as your own work

o o o

o

Using unauthorized handwritten crib notes (or cheat sheets)
during a test or exam

o o o

o

Using electronic crib notes (stored in tablet, phone, calculator,
or watch) to cheat on a test or exam

o o o

o

Using an electronic/digital device as an unauthorized aid
during an exam (to access the internet, text books, etc.)

o o o

o

Copying material, almost word for word, from any written
source and turning it in as your own work

o o o

o

Turning in a paper copied, at least in part, from another
student's paper, whether or not the student is currently taking
the same course.

o o o

o

Using a false or forged excuse to obtain an extension on a due
date or delay taking an exam

o o o

o

Turning in work done by someone else

o o o

o

Receiving requests from another person (in person or using
electronic means) to copy your homework

o o o

o

Submitting the same paper in more than one course without
specific permission

o o o

o

Using Cliff Notes of Spark Notes and not citing

o o o

o
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Using a drug such as Adderall to aid in studying/taking an
exam

o o o

o

Cheating on a test in any other way

o o o

o
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SB3 Please rate how serious you believe each
type of behavior is

Not Cheating

Trivial
Cheating

Moderate
Cheating

Serious
Cheating

Fabricating or falsifying a bibliography

o

o

o

o

Working on an assignment with others (in
person) when the instructor asked for
individual work

o

o

o

o

Working on an assignment with others (using
digital means like email, text messaging, or
social media) when the instructor asked for
individual work

o

o

o

o

Getting questions or answers from someone
who has already taken the test

o

o

o

o

In a course requiring computer work, copying
another student's work rather than writing
your own

o

o

o

o

Helping someone else cheat on a test

o

o

o

o

Fabricating or falsifying lab data

o

o

o

o

Fabricating or falsifying research data

o

o

o

o

Fabricating or falsifying clinical data

o

o

o

o

Copying from another student during a test
WITH his or her knowledge

o

o

o

o

Copying from another student during a test
WITHOUT his or her knowledge

o

o

o

o

Using digital technology (such as email, text
messaging, or social media) to get
unpermitted help from someone during a test
or examination.

o

o

o

o

Receiving unpermitted help on an assignment

o

o

o

o
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Copying (by hand or in person) another
student's homework

o

o

o

o

Copying (using digital means such as email,
text messaging, or social media) another
student's homework

o

o

o

o
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SB4 Please rate how serious you believe each
type of behavior is

Not Cheating

Trivial
Cheating

Moderate
Cheating

Serious
Cheating

Paraphrasing or copying a few sentences from
a book, magazine or journal without citing
them in a paper you submitted

o

o

o

o

Turning in a paper from a "paper mill" (a paper
written and previously submitted by another
student) and claiming it as your own work.

o

o

o

o

Submitting a paper you purchased or obtained
from a website and claimed it as your own
work

o

o

o

o

Using unauthorized handwritten crib notes (or
cheat sheets) during a test or exam

o

o

o

o

Using electronic crib notes (stored in tablet,
phone, calculator, or watch) to cheat on a test
or exam

o

o

o

o

Using an electronic/digital device as an
unauthorized aid during an exam (to access
the internet, text books, etc.)

o

o

o

o

Copying material, almost word for word, from
any written source and turning it in as your
own work

o

o

o

o

Turning in a paper copied, at least in part,
from another student's paper, whether or not
the student is currently taking the same
course.

o

o

o

o

Using a false or forged excuse to obtain an
extension on a due date or delay taking an
exam

o

o

o

o

Turning in work done by someone else

o

o

o

o

Receiving requests from another person (in
person or using electronic means) to copy your
homework

o

o

o

o

Submitting the same paper in more than one
course without specific permission

o

o

o

o
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Using Cliff Notes of Spark Notes and not citing

o

o

o

o

Using a drug such as Adderall to aid in
studying/taking an exam

o

o

o

o

Cheating on a test in any other way

o

o

o

o

Q20 If you indicated above that you have paraphrased or copied material from a written or electronic
source without citing it, please tell us how you accessed this material

o
o
o
o
o

Internet or other electronic means only
Having only used hard (paper) copies of sources
Have primarily used Internet or other electronic means
Have primarily used hard (paper) copies of sources
Have used both methods equally

SB5 Have you ever taken an online test or exam at your institute of higher education?

o
o

Yes
No
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SB6 If you have taken an online test or exam at your institute, have you ever (check ALL that apply)

▢
▢
▢
▢

Collaborated with others during an online test or exam when not permitted?
Used notes or books on a closed book online test or exam?
Received unauthorized help from someone on an online test or exam?
Looked up information on the Internet when not permitted?

SB7 How likely is it that
Very
Unlikely

Unlikely

Likely

Very Likely

You would report an incident of cheating that you
observed?

o

o

o

o

The typical student at your institution would report
such violations?

o

o

o

o

A student would report a close friend?

o

o

o

o
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SB8 How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements?
Disagree
Disagree Not Sure
Strongly

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Cheating is a serious problem at my
institute

o

o

o

o

o

The investigation of suspected incidents
of cheating is fair and impartial at my
institute

o

o

o

o

o

Students should be held responsible for
monitoring the academic integrity of
other students

o

o

o

o

o

Faculty members are vigilant in
discovering and reporting suspected
cases of academic dishonesty

o

o

o

o

o

Faculty members change exams and
assignments on a regular basis

o

o

o

o

o

The amount of course work I'm expected
to complete is reasonable for my year
level and program

o

o

o

o

o

The degree of difficulty in my exams and
assignments is appropriate for my year
level and program

o

o

o

o

o

The types of assessment used in my
courses are effective at evaluating my
level of understanding of course concepts

o

o

o

o

o

The types of assessment used in my
courses are effective at helping me learn
course concepts

o

o

o

o

o

151
SB9 If you had cheated on a course and the following individuals knew about it, how strongly would they
disapprove?
Very
Fairly
Not Very
Not at All
Strongly
Strongly
Strongly
A close friend

o

o

o

o

A casual acquaintance or classmate

o

o

o

o

Your parents

o

o

o

o

SB10 What do you see as successful strategies toward combating academic dishonesty on campus
(Check all that apply)?

▢
▢
▢
▢
▢

Institution of an honor code
Better education regarding academic dishonesty in a First Year Program
Better education regarding academic dishonesty in the departments/programs
Harsher sanctions for academic dishonesty violations
Use of turnitin.com or other software designed to detect plagiarism

End of Block: Specific Behaviors
Start of Block: Motivation
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M1 Below is a series of statements taken from interviews with a large number of college students
concerning their reactions to various courses, instructors, and classroom policies. Please read each
statement carefully and indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each item.
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Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neither
Agree nor
Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Easy classes that are not pertinent to
my educational goals generally bore
me

o

o

o

o

o

I get annoyed when lectures or class
presentations are only rehashes of
easy reading assignments

o

o

o

o

o

I enjoy classes in which the instructor
attempts to relate material to
concerns beyond the classroom

o

o

o

o

o

I appreciate the instructor who
provides honest and detailed
evaluation of my work though such
evaluation is sometimes unpleasant

o

o

o

o

o

I am more concerned about seeing
which questions I missed than I am
with finding out my test grade

o

o

o

o

o

I find the process of learning new
material fun

o

o

o

o

o

A teacher's comments on an essay test
mean more to me than my actual test
score

o

o

o

o

o

I prefer to write a term paper on
interesting material than to take a test
on the same general topic

o

o

o

o

o

I dislike courses in which a lot of
material is presented in class, or in
readings, that does not appear on
exams

o

o

o

o

o

I do not find studying at home to be
interesting or pleasant

o

o

o

o

o

Instructors expect too much out-ofclass reading and study by students

o

o

o

o

o

I think that without regularly
scheduled exams I would not learn and
remember very much

o

o

o

o

o
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Written assignments (i.e., homework,
projects, etc.) that are not graded are
a waste of a student's time

o

o

o

o

o

I think it is unfair to test students on
material not covered in class lectures
and discussions, even if it is in reading
assignments

o

o

o

o

o

I dislike courses which require
ungraded out-of-class activities

o

o

o

o

o

I think grades provide me a good goal
to work toward

o

o

o

o

o

M2 Please read each of the following statements. Indicate how frequently your behavior coincides with
the action described using the following rating scale:
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Never

Seldom

Sometimes

Often

Always

I stay after interesting classes to
discuss material with the instructors

o

o

o

o

o

I participate in out-of-class activities
even when extra-credit is not given

o

o

o

o

o

I try to keep all my old textbooks
because I like going back through them
after the class is over

o

o

o

o

o

I do optional reading that my
instructors suggest even though I know
it won't affect my grade

o

o

o

o

o

I browse in the library even when not
working on a specific assignment

o

o

o

o

o

I discuss interesting material that I've
learned in class with my friends or
family

o

o

o

o

o

I try to make time for outside reading
despite the demands of my
coursework

o

o

o

o

o

I buy books for courses other than
those I am actually taking

o

o

o

o

o

I cut classes when confident that
lecture material will not be on an exam

o

o

o

o

o

I get irritated by students who ask
questions that go beyond what we
need to know for exams

o

o

o

o

o

I will withdraw from an interesting
class rather than risk getting a poor
grade

o

o

o

o

o

I try to find out how easy or hard an
instructor grades before signing up for
a course

o

o

o

o

o

When looking at a syllabus on the first
day of class, I turn to the section on
tests and grades first

o

o

o

o

o

156

I'm tempted to cheat on exams when
I'm confident I won't get caught

o

o

o

o

o

I borrow old term papers or speeches
from my friends to meet class
requirements

o

o

o

o

o

I try to get old tests when I think the
instructor will use the same question
again

o

o

o

o

o

End of Block: Motivation
Start of Block: Open-Ended Questions

OE1. How would you describe academic dishonesty? ________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________

OE2. Describe an instance where you feel academic dishonesty is/was necessary or excusable.
_____________________________________________________________________________

OE3 How has technology and remote learning impacted academic dishonesty?
_____________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________
End of Block: Open-Ended Questions
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Appendix C

Constructs Related to Cheating Behaviors
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Constructs Related to Specific Behaviors
Construct
C1: Plagiarism Behavior
SB2:1. Paraphrasing or copying a few sentences from a book, magazine or journal without
citing them in a paper you submitted
SB2:7. Copying material, almost word for word, from any written source and turning it in as
your own work
SB2:8. Turning in a paper copied, at least in part, from another student’s paper, whether or not
the student is currently taking the same course
SB2:12. Submitting the same paper in more than one course without specific permission
SB2:13. Using Cliff Notes or Spark Notes and not citing
C2: Unauthorized Collaboration Behavior
SB1:2. Working on an assignment with others (in person) when the instructor asked for
individual work
SB1:3. Working on an assignment with others (using digital means like email, text messaging,
or social media) when the instructor asked for individual work.
SB1:13 Receiving unpermitted help on an assignment
SB1:14 Copying (by hand or in person) another student’s homework
SB1:15 Copying (using digital means such as email, text messaging, or social media) another
student’s homework
SB2:11 Receiving requests from another person (in person or using electronic means) to copy
your homework
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C3: Cheating on a Test Behavior
SB1:4 Getting questions or answers from someone who has already taken the test.
SB1:6 Helping someone else cheat on a test
SB1:10 Copying from another student during a test WITH his or her knowledge
SB1:11 Copying from another student during a test WITHOUT his or her knowledge
SB1:12 Using digital technology to get unpermitted help from someone during a test or exam
SB2:4 Using unauthorized handwritten crib notes (or cheat sheets) during a test or exam
SB2:5 Using electronic crib notes (stored in tablet, phone, calculator, or watch) to cheat on a
test or exam
SB2:6 Using an electronic device as an unauthorized aid during an exam (to access the internet,
text books, etc.)
SB2:15 Cheating on a test in any other way
C4: Fabrication Behavior
SB1:1 Fabricating or falsifying a bibliography
SB1:7 Fabricating or falsifying lab data
SB1:8 Fabricating or falsifying research data
SB1:9 Fabricating or falsifying clinical data
SB2.9 Using a false or forged excuse to obtain an extension on a due date or delay taking an
exam
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C5: Using Unauthorized Technology Behaviors
SB1:3 Working on an assignment with others (using digital means like email, text messaging, or
social media) when the instructor asked for individual work
SB1:12 Using digital technology (such as email, text messaging, or social media) to get
unpermitted help from someone during a test or examination
SB1:15 Copying (using digital means such as email, text messaging, or social media) another
student’s homework
SB2:5 Using electronic crib notes (stored in tablet, phone, calculator, or watch) to cheat on a
test or exam
SB2:6 Using an electronic/digital device as an unauthorized aid during an exam (to access the
internet, text books, etc.)
C5: Buying Behavior
SB2:2 Turning in a paper from a “paper mill” (a paper written and previously submitted by
another student) and claiming it as your own work
SB2:3 Submitting a paper you purchased or obtained from a website and claimed it as your
own work
C6: Other Cheating Behaviors
SB2:10 Turning in work done by someone else
SB2:12 Submitting the same paper in more than one course without specific permission
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Construct
C7: Seriousness of Plagiarism Behavior
SB4:1. Paraphrasing or copying a few sentences from a book, magazine or journal without
citing them in a paper you submitted
SB4:7. Copying material, almost word for word, from any written source and turning it in as
your own work
SB4:8. Turning in a paper copied, at least in part, from another student’s paper, whether or not
the student is currently taking the same course
SB4:12. Submitting the same paper in more than one course without specific permission
SB4:13. Using Cliff Notes or Spark Notes and not citing
C8: Seriousness of Unauthorized Collaboration Behavior
SB3:2. Working on an assignment with others (in person) when the instructor asked for
individual work
SB3:3. Working on an assignment with others (using digital means like email, text messaging,
or social media) when the instructor asked for individual work.
SB3:13 Receiving unpermitted help on an assignment
SB3:14 Copying (by hand or in person) another student’s homework
SB3:15 Copying (using digital means such as email, text messaging, or social media) another
student’s homework
SB4:11 Receiving requests from another person (in person or using electronic means) to copy
your homework
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C9: Seriousness of Cheating on a Test Behavior
SB3:4 Getting questions or answers from someone who has already taken the test.
SB3:6 Helping someone else cheat on a test
SB3:10 Copying from another student during a test WITH his or her knowledge
SB3:11 Copying from another student during a test WITHOUT his or her knowledge
SB4:4 Using unauthorized handwritten crib notes (or cheat sheets) during a test or exam
SB4:5 Using electronic crib notes (stored in tablet, phone, calculator, or watch) to cheat on a
test or exam
SB4:6 Using an electronic device as an unauthorized aid during an exam (to access the internet,
textbooks, etc.)
SB4:15 Cheating on a test in any other way
C10: Seriousness of Fabrication Behavior
SB3:1 Fabricating or falsifying a bibliography
SB3:7 Fabricating or falsifying lab data
SB3:8 Fabricating or falsifying research data
SB3:9 Fabricating or falsifying clinical data
SB4.9 Using a false or forged excuse to obtain an extension on a due date or delay taking an
exam
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C11: Seriousness of Using Unauthorized Technology Behaviors
SB3:3 Working on an assignment with others (using digital means like email, text messaging, or
social media) when the instructor asked for individual work
SB3:12 Using digital technology (such as email, text messaging, or social media) to get
unpermitted help from someone during a test or examination
SB3:15 Copying (using digital means such as email, text messaging, or social media) another
student’s homework
SB4:5 Using electronic crib notes (stored in tablet, phone, calculator, or watch) to cheat on a
test or exam
SB4:6 Using an electronic/digital device as an unauthorized aid during an exam (to access the
internet, text books, etc.)
C12: Seriousness of Buying Behavior
SB4:2 Turning in a paper from a “paper mill” (a paper written and previously submitted by
another student) and claiming it as your own work
SB4:3 Submitting a paper you purchased or obtained from a website and claimed it as your
own work
C12: Seriousness of Other Cheating Behaviors
SB4:10 Turning in work done by someone else
SB4:12 Submitting the same paper in more than one course without specific permission
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Appendix D

Frequency of Cheating Behaviors
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Frequency of Specific Cheating Behaviors Related to the Construct of Plagiarism

Survey Questions

Responses

n

Valid %

Paraphrasing without
Citing

SD
0.7

Never
Once
More than once

192
51
23

71.6
19.0
8.6

Copying almost word for
word

0.3
Never
Once
More than once

253
10
5

94.4
3.7
1.9

Copying a paper from
another student

0.3
Never
Once
More than once

259
3
4

97.0
1.1
1.5

Submitting the same
paper for more than once
course

0.3

Never
Once
More than once

246
19
1

92.5
7.1
0.4

Using Cliff Notes without
Citing

0.5
Never
Once
More than once

240
16
8

90.2
6.0
3.0
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Frequency of cheating behavior related to the Construct of Unauthorized Collaboration

Survey Questions

Responses

n

Valid %

Working on an
assignment in person

SD
0.8

Never
Once
More than once

173
47
46

64.6
17.5
17.2

Working on an
assignment using digital
means (e.g., social
media)

0.9

Never
Once
More than once

153
43
71

57.1
16.0
26.5

Receiving unpermitted
help on an assignment

0.7
Never
Once
More than once

194
39
32

72.9
14.7
12.0

Copying by hand another
person’s homework

0.5
Never
Once
More than once

231
25
11

86.5
9.4
4.1

Copying another person’s
homework using digital
means

0.6

Never
Once
More than once

222
27
18

83.1
10.1
6.7

Receiving requests from
another person to copy
homework

0.8

Never
Once
More than once

175
34
58

65.5
12.7
21.7
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Frequency of cheating behavior related to the Construct of Cheating on a Test or Exam

Survey Questions

Responses

n

Valid %

Getting
question/answers

SD
0.7

Never
Once
More than once

204
36
26

76.1
13.4
9.7

Never
Once
More than once

224
30
12

83.6
11.2
4.5

Helping someone cheat

0.6

Copying from someone
with their knowledge

0.5
Never
Once
More than once

245
8
15

91.4
3.0
5.6

Copying from someone
without their knowledge

0.2
Never
Once
More than once

260
5
2

97.4
1.9
0.7

Never
Once
More than once

223
27
16

83.8
10.2
6.0

Using digital technology
(such as texting)

Using unauthorized crib
notes - handwritten

0.6
Never
Once
More than once

228
24
15

85.1
9.0
5.6

Using unauthorized crib
notes - electronic

0.5
Never
Once
More than once

243
14
10

90.7
5.2
3.7

Using an electronic
device

0.7
Never
Once
More than once

197
34
36

73.5
12.7
13.4

Cheating on a test in any
other way

0.6
Never
Once
More than once

222
30
10

83.5
11.3
3.8

168
Frequency of cheating behavior related to the Construct of Fabrication

Survey Questions

Responses

n

Valid %

255
10
1

95.1
3.7
0.4

Falsifying a bibliography

SD
0.3

Never
Once
More than once
Falsifying lab data

0.6
Never
Once
More than once

251
3
2

93.7
1.1
0.7

Never
Once
More than once

252
2
0

94.0
0.7
0.0

Never
Once
More than once

250
8
3

93.3
3.0
1.1

Never
Once
More than once

252
10
5

94.4
3.7
1.9

Falsifying research data

0.7

Falsifying clinical data

0.5

Falsifying an excuse to
obtain an extension

0.3
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Frequency of cheating behavior related to the Construct of Unauthorized Use of Technology

Survey Questions

Responses

n

Valid %

Working on an
assignment using digital
means (e.g., social
media)

SD
0.9

Never
Once
More than once

153
43
71

57.1
16.0
26.5

Using technology (e.g.,
text) to get unpermitted
help during an exam

0.5

Never
Once
More than once

223
27
16

83.8
10.2
6.0

Copying another person’s
homework using digital
means

0.6

Never
Once
More than once

222
27
18

83.1
10.1
6.7

Using electronic crib
notes to cheat on an
exam

0.5

Never
Once
More than once

243
14
10

90.7
5.2
3.7

Using an electronic
device as an
unauthorized aid to
cheat on an exam

0.7

Never
Once
More than once

197
34
36

73.5
12.7
13.4
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Frequency of cheating behavior related to the Construct of Unauthorized Buying a Paper

Survey Questions

Responses

n

Valid %

Turning in a paper from a
“paper mill” (a paper
written by another
student)

SD
0.2

Never
Once
More than once

265
2
0

98.9
0.7
0

Submitting a paper you
purchased or obtained
from a website

0.2

Never
Once
More than once

264
1
1

98.9
0.4
0.4

Frequency of cheating behavior related to the Construct of Other Cheating Behavior

Survey Questions

Responses

n

Valid %

Turning in work done by
someone else

SD
0.2

Never
Once
More than once

260
5
2

97.4
1.9
0.7

Submitting the same
paper in more than one
course

0.3

Never
Once
More than once

246
19
1

92.5
7.1
0.4
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Appendix E

Frequency of the Perceived Seriousness of Cheating Behaviors
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Perception of Seriousness of Specific Cheating Behaviors Related to the Construct of Plagiarism

Survey Questions

Responses

n

Valid %

Paraphrasing without
Citing

SD
0.9

Not Cheating
Trivial Cheating
Moderate Cheating
Serious Cheating

11
79
89
88

4.1
29.6
33.3
33.0

Copying almost word for
word

0.5
Not Cheating
Trivial Cheating
Moderate Cheating
Serious Cheating

1
5
37
224

0.4
1.9
13.9
83.9

Copying a paper from
another student

0.6
Not Cheating
Trivial Cheating
Moderate Cheating
Serious Cheating

2
15
63
185

0.8
5.7
23.8
69.8

Submitting the same
paper for more than once
course

1.0

Not Cheating
Trivial Cheating
Moderate Cheating
Serious Cheating

34
70
87
75

12.8
26.3
32.7
28.2

Using Cliff Notes without
Citing

1.0
Not Cheating
Trivial Cheating
Moderate Cheating
Serious Cheating

28
68
93
77

10.5
25.6
35.0
28.9
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Perception of Seriousness of Specific Cheating Behaviors Related to the Construct of Unauthorized
Collaboration

Survey Questions

Responses

n

Valid %

Working on an
assignment in person

SD
0.8

Not Cheating
Trivial Cheating
Moderate Cheating
Serious Cheating

30
81
110
71

1.9
30.3
41.2
26.6

Working on an
assignment using digital
means (e.g., social
media)

0.9

Not Cheating
Trivial Cheating
Moderate Cheating
Serious Cheating

29
121
81
35

10.9
45.5
30.5
13.2

Receiving unpermitted
help on an assignment

0.8
Not Cheating
Trivial Cheating
Moderate Cheating
Serious Cheating

11
73
109
73

4.1
27.4
41.0
27.4

Copying by hand another
person’s homework

0.8
Not Cheating
Trivial Cheating
Moderate Cheating
Serious Cheating

5
42
87
132

1.9
15.8
32.7
49.6

Copying another person’s
homework using digital
means

0.8

Not Cheating
Trivial Cheating
Moderate Cheating
Serious Cheating

6
37
89
133

2.3
14.0
33.6
50.2

Receiving requests from
another person to copy
homework

1.0

Not Cheating
Trivial Cheating
Moderate Cheating
Serious Cheating

39
57
85
85

14.7
21.4
32.0
32.0
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Perception of Seriousness of Specific Cheating Behaviors Related to the Construct of Cheating on a
Test or Exam
Survey Questions
Getting question/answers

Responses
Not Cheating
Trivial Cheating
Moderate Cheating
Serious Cheating

n

Valid %

5
27
92
141

1.9
10.2
35.0
53.0

Helping someone cheat on
a test

SD
0.7

0.7
Not Cheating
Trivial Cheating
Moderate Cheating
Serious Cheating

3
28
49
186

1.1
10.5
18.4
69.9

Copying from someone
with their knowledge

0.7
Not Cheating
Trivial Cheating
Moderate Cheating
Serious Cheating

5
23
68
170

1.9
8.6
25.6
63.9

Copying from someone
without their knowledge

0.5
Not Cheating
Trivial Cheating
Moderate Cheating
Serious Cheating

1
6
34
225

0.4
2.3
12.8
84.6

Using unauthorized crib
notes - handwritten

0.8
Not Cheating
Trivial Cheating
Moderate Cheating
Serious Cheating

7
22
81
156

2.6
8.3
30.5
58.6

Using unauthorized crib
notes - electronic

0.7
Not Cheating
Trivial Cheating
Moderate Cheating
Serious Cheating

6
23
75
163

2.2
8.6
28.1
61.0

Not Cheating
Trivial Cheating
Moderate Cheating
Serious Cheating

4
16
74
172

1.5
6.0
27.8
64.7

Using a digital device

0.7

Cheating on a test in any
other way

0.8
Not Cheating
Trivial Cheating
Moderate Cheating

8
28
112

3.0
10.6
42.6
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Serious Cheating

115

43.7

Perception of Seriousness of Specific Cheating Behaviors Related to the Construct of Fabrication

Survey Questions

Responses

n

Valid %

5
81
110
71

1.9
30.3
41.2
26.6

Falsifying a bibliography

SD
0.8

Not Cheating
Trivial Cheating
Moderate Cheating
Serious Cheating
Falsifying lab data

0.7
Not Cheating
Trivial Cheating
Moderate Cheating
Serious Cheating

2
19
56
189

0.8
7.1
21.1
71.1

Falsifying research data

0.6
Not Cheating
Trivial Cheating
Moderate Cheating
Serious Cheating

2
12
47
205

0.8
4.5
17.7
77.1

Not Cheating
Trivial Cheating
Moderate Cheating
Serious Cheating

2
13
49
202

0.8
4.9
18.4
75.9

Falsifying clinical data

0.6

Falsifying an excuse to
obtain an extension

1.0
Not Cheating
Trivial Cheating
Moderate Cheating
Serious Cheating

21
66
83
97

1.1
24.7
31.1
36.3
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Perception of Seriousness of Specific Cheating Behaviors Related to the Construct of Unauthorized Use
of Technology

Survey Questions

Responses

n

Valid %

Working on an
assignment using digital
means (e.g., social
media)

SD
0.9

Not Cheating
Trivial Cheating
Moderate Cheating
Serious Cheating

29
121
81
35

10.9
45.5
30.5
13.2

Using technology (e.g.,
text) to get unpermitted
help during an exam

0.6

Not Cheating
Trivial Cheating
Moderate Cheating
Serious Cheating

2
15
66
183

0.8
5.6
24.8
68.8

Copying another person’s
homework using digital
means

0.8

Not Cheating
Trivial Cheating
Moderate Cheating
Serious Cheating

6
37
89
133

2.3
14.0
33.6
50.2

Using electronic crib
notes to cheat on an
exam

0.7

Not Cheating
Trivial Cheating
Moderate Cheating
Serious Cheating

6
23
75
163

2.2
8.6
28.1
61.0

Using an electronic
device as an
unauthorized aid to
cheat on an exam

0.7

Not Cheating
Trivial Cheating
Moderate Cheating
Serious Cheating

4
16
74
172

1.5
6.0
27.8
64.7
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Perception of Seriousness of Specific Cheating Behaviors Related to the Construct of Unauthorized
Buying a Paper

Survey Questions

Responses

n

Valid %

Turning in a paper from a
“paper mill” (a paper
written by another
student)

SD
0.5

Not Cheating
Trivial Cheating
Moderate Cheating
Serious Cheating

2
6
26
232

0.8
2.3
9.8
87.2

Submitting a paper you
purchased or obtained
from a website

0.5

Not Cheating
Trivial Cheating
Moderate Cheating
Serious Cheating

3
5
20
239

1.1
1.9
7.5
89.5

Perception of Seriousness of Specific Cheating Behaviors Related to the Construct of Other Cheating
Behavior

Survey Questions

Responses

n

Valid %

Turning in work done by
someone else

SD
0.5

Not Cheating
Trivial Cheating
Moderate Cheating
Serious Cheating

3
6
33
225

1.1
2.2
12.4
84.3

Submitting the same
paper in more than one
course

1.0

Not Cheating
Trivial Cheating
Moderate Cheating
Serious Cheating

34
70
87
75

12.8
26.3
32.7
28.2
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Appendix F

The Comparison of Severity of Cheating Behavior and the Frequency of the of Cheating Behaviors by
Constructs
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Descriptive Statistics for Constructs of the Seriousness of Academically Dishonest Behaviors and
Internal Consistency for Subscale Items.

Perceived ModerateSevere Cheating
Constructs of Behavior

n

sd

%

Engaged in Behavior at
Least Once
n

sd

%

Construct of the Seriousness of Plagiarism
Paraphrasing or copying a few sentences
from a book, magazine, or journal without
citing them in a paper you submitted

167

0.9

67.3

65

0.4

26.3

Copying material, almost word for word,
from any written source and turning it in as
your own work

242

0.4

98.4

13

0.2

5.2

Turning in a paper copied, at least in part,
from another student’s paper, whether or
not the student is currently taking the same
course

230

0.6

93.5

5

0.1

2.0

Submitting the same paper in more than
one course without specific permission

149

1.0

60.1

20

0.3

5.1

Using Cliff Notes or Spark Notes and not
citing

162

1.0

65.3

22

0.3

8.9

Working on an assignment with others in
person when instructor asked for individual
work

103

0.8

41.5

88

0.5

35.8

Working on an assignment with others using
a digital means when instructor asked for
individual work

107

0.9

43.1

106

0.5

42.9

Receiving unpermitted help on an
assignment

171

0.8

69.0

65

0.4

26.5

Copying another student’s homework by
hand

205

0.8

82.7

34

0.3

13.8

Construct of Seriousness of Unauthorized
Collaboration

181

Perceived ModerateSevere Cheating
Constructs of Behavior

n

sd

%

Engaged in Behavior at
Least Once
n

sd

%

Copying another student’s homework using
digital means

207

0.8

83.8

43

0.4

17.4

Receiving requests from another person to
copy your homework

156

1.1

62.9

89

0.5

35.9

Getting questions/answers from someone
who has already taken the test

221

0.7

89.1

57

0.4

23.2

Helping someone else cheat on a test

219

0.7

88.3

40

0.4

16.3

Copying from another student during a test
with their knowledge

222

0.7

89.5

21

0.3

8.5

Copying from another student during a test
without their knowledge

242

0.5

97.6

6

0.2

2.4

Using digital technology to get unpermitted
help during a test

234

0.6

94.4

38

0.4

15.4

Using unauthorized handwritten crib notes
during a test

220

0.8

89.1

38

0.4

15.4

Using unauthorized electronic crib notes
during a test

223

0.7

89.9

22

0.3

8.9

Using an electronic/digital device as un
unauthorized aid during the exam

229

0.7

92.3

65

0.4

26.3

Cheating on a test in any other way

215

0.8

87.4

39

0.4

16.0

Fabricating or falsifying a bibliography

170

0.8

68.5

11

0.2

4.5

Fabricating or falsifying lab data

227

0.7

91.5

5

0.1

2.1

Fabricating or falsifying research data

235

0.6

94.8

2

0.1

0.9

Fabricating or falsifying clinical data

233

0.6

94.0

9

0.2

3.7

Construct of Seriousness of Cheating on
Tests/Exams

Construct of Seriousness of Fabrication

182

Perceived ModerateSevere Cheating
Constructs of Behavior
Using a false or forged excuse to obtain an
extension

n

sd

%

Engaged in Behavior at
Least Once
n

sd

%

169

1.0

68.1

15

0.2

6.0

Working on an assignment with others using
a digital means when instructor asked for
individual work

107

0.9

43.1

106

0.5

42.9

Using digital technology to get unpermitted
help during a test

234

0.6

94.4

38

0.4

15.4

Copying another student’s homework using
digital means

207

0.8

83.8

43

0.4

17.4

Using unauthorized electronic crib notes
during a test

223

0.7

89.9

22

0.3

8.9

Using an electronic/digital device as an
unauthorized aid during the exam

229

0.7

92.3

65

0.4

26.3

Construct of Seriousness of Using Unauthorized
Technology

